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CURRENT TOPICS. 
THE scaLes of fees and percentages under the Companies 
(Winding up) Act, 1890, and the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, poy 
draft, and it is hoped that they will be issued in a few days. 





From tHE Sittings Paper, which will be found in another 
column, it will be seen that each division of the Court of Appeal 
is to devote ten days to the hearing of the Queen’s Bench new 
trial cases. This new departure should assist in disposing of 
the heavy list of these cases left from the last sittings. The 
only other novel feature in this paper is the fact that all the 
judges of the Chancery Division who have chambers will devote 

ondays to chamber business, and Mr. Justice Romer will be 
the only judge of this division sitting in court on those days. 





In REPLY to numerous inquiries respecting the nature of the 
entertainment to be given by the Incorporated Law Society in 
April next, the Reception Committee have issued a circular 
stating that it is intended that the entertainment shall be a 
reception at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, consisting 
of a conversazione, with vocal and instrumental music, to be 
followed by danci In answer to other inquiries, the com- 
mittee state that, although the privilege of introducing two 
friends is given to tors, it will not be obligatory on them 
to take any tickets, but should they do so, such tickets must be 
paid for irrespective of the guarantee. 





Tue Cause Lists will not be published until early next week, 
but we are enabled to give an approximate statement of the 
numbers of cases which will appear in those for the two divisions 
of the Court of Appeal and in those of the Chancery Division. 
In the lists for the two divisions of the Court of Appeal there 
will be 152 cases, of which number 69 are in the new trial 
— In the Chancery Division there will be 149 cases before 

. Justice Curry ; 153 before Mr. Justice NortH; 147 before 
Mr. Justice Stirling ; 150 before Mr. Justice Kexewrce ; and 58 
before Mr. Justice Romer. This shews an aggregate of 657 
cases, of which 513 are witness actions. A year ago, the total 
number in these lists was 593, and at the commencement of last 
sittin, i total was 702. = ~~ mass of 513 bigeye on se 
is to isposed of is a problem. It appears from the Sittings 
Paper that the number of days set a by the five judges of 
this division on which these cases can be heard amounts in the 
whole to 165, so that if Mr. Justice Romer, in the 63 days of the 
sittings, should be able to dispose of the good a of one 
witness action per day, there would be 450 to be disposed of by 
the other four judges, or an average of about 115 witness actions 
each. This being so, the prospects of the suitors in these actions 
are gloomy. 


We may remind our readers that three statutes of great 
importance came into operation on the Ist of January; the 
Partnership Act (53 & 54 Vict. c. 39), the Companies (Wind- 
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ing up) Act (53 & 54 Vict. c. 63), and the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 71). We have already ex- 
amined the provisions of each of them in detail: the Part- 
nership Act at pp. 4, 18, 35, and 50 (supra), the Com- 
eh shag rg up) Act at pp. 101 and 118 (supra), and the 

tey Act, 1890, in 34 Soxrcrrors’ JourNAL, at pp. 761 and 
769. e new rules under the Companies (Winding up) Act 
were dealt with in connection with the Act itself, and the new 
rules in bankruptcy will be found noticed at p. 100 (supra). 
Both these sets of rules came into operation on the Ist of 
January. The greatest change, of course, is in the procedure for 
the winding-up of companies which is now assimilated to that in 
bankruptcy. A measure of minor importance which also came 
into operation on the same date is the Marriage Act, 1890 (53 & 
54 Vict. c. 47), which simplifies the law relating to marriages at 
embassies and consulates and elsewhere outside the Queen’s 
dominions. 





WE AE GLap to hear of a proposal to issue a series of Revised 
Reports, comprising the common law and equity reports from 
1785, the date of the commencement of the Term Reports. 
Obsolete cases are to be omitted; the headnotes are to be 
revised, and concise references given to later decisions in point. 
Moreover, periodical digests are to be issued containing complete 
tables of the omitted as well as the included cases. It is 
significant that, while the Council of Law Reporting are deluging 
the profession with reports of decisions on trumpery points of 

ractice, and spending their surplus funds on indexes to the 
ndon Gazette, and digests, hey hove made no attempt to render 
the older reports, which contain the bones of English law, obtain- 
able at a reasonable sum by lawyers. The new scheme owes its 
origin to the suggestion of Sir Freperick Pottock and the 
enterprize of a firm of law publishers. It is very much to be 
ho that it may meet with large support from the pro- 
fession. There will, of course, be difficulties to be sur- 
mounted in the process of weeding out the cases. It 
will not always be easy to decide whether they have or have 
not lost their importance. Subsequent legislation, as well as 
subsequent decisions, will have to be taken into account. A 
case may be still valuable on one point, while all the others 
have ceased to be of any interest. Another case may be ob- 
solete as regards its subject-matter and decision, but may 
contain dicta of present importance. We hope and believe that 
the leaning of the editor will be in favour of the retention of all 
matter which may, even only possibly, be of service to the present 
generation of lawyers. We are rather disposed to quarrel with 
the date suggested for the commencement of the reports. Surely 
Brown’s Chancery Reports, commencing in 1778, should be 
included. They are constantly cited in text-books. 





A Conveyancine Acr for shortening and simplifying the 
Orders issued by public departments is urgently needed. Of 
these documents the new order of the Board of Agriculture as 
to dogs, which came into operation on Thursday, is perhaps 
the most remarkable in point of verbosity and obscurity. 
Considering the large class of the public affected by the new 
provision, it is of primary importance that it should be expressed 
as clearly and tersely as possible. The whole purport of the 
order might have been given in half a dozen lines, stating 
that after the 31st of December, 1890, within the districts 
mentioned in the schedule, dogs wearing a collar with the 
name and address of the owner legibly engraved thereon need 
not be muzzled. But, in place of this, we have an Order of four 
clauses couched in the most florid style of Acts of Parliament. 
It sets out by.providing (not that after the 31st of December, 
1890, but) that, ‘from and after the commencement of this 
order,” a certain alteration shall be made ; it would, of course, 
be opposed to all the traditions of parliamentary draftsmanship 
to say directly what could be said indirectly. The first question, 
therefore, with the old lady or the working-man who happens 
to be a dog owner will be, When is this alteration to come into 
— ?. To ascertain this they will have to refer to clause 4, 
w. i pempocsly provides that the order shall ‘‘commence and 
take effect from and immediately after the 31st day of Decem- 





ber, 1890.” But the more important question is, What altera- 
tion is made by. the order? to this the old lady and the 
working man aforesaid are likely to be exceedingly mystified. 
Clause 1 describes the alteration as being the insertion, at the 
end of article 6 of the order of 1889, of the following paragraph : 
—‘‘(e) Dogs which have on a collar with the name and address 
of the owner of the dog legibly engraved on such collar.” This 
is not very enlightening to dog owners who have not access to a 
file of the London Gazette containing the order of 1889, but there 
are, in addition, certain difficulties in the interpretation of the 
interpolated provision by the classes of persons above mentioned. 
They may not find it easy to understand what species of dogs 
“(c) dogs” are; or how it is that the provision is apparently 
confined to numerous dogs *‘ having on” one single collar. This 
is the more important inasmuch as the subsequent words of 
clause 1 provide that ‘the requirements as to muzzling con- 
tained in the said article 6 shall not apply to such dogs as afore- 
said’”’—that is, to many dogs in one collar. The so-called 
“short title” of the order is quite in keeping with its other 
provisions. This extremely “short title” is ‘‘The Rabies 
(Muzzling of Dogs) Order of 1889, Amendment No. 5.” 





Tue American Copyright Bill, which has recently passed 
the House of Representatives, and is expected to become law 
in the course of the present year, embodies the requirement of 
its predecessor, the Cusz Bill, as to the place of the printing of 
books. The work must be printed from type set up within the 
limits of the United States, otherwise no copyright for it can be 
obtained in that country. This provision has naturally excited 
the alarm of the English printing and allied trades, and a 
demand has not unnaturally been made for a corresponding 
requirement on this side of the water. If a statute having this 
for its object wére to be passed, the effect, of course, would be 
to compel authors to print their books in both countries, or else 
to elect in which of them to acquire copyright. At the present 
time, in order to secure copyright in England, it is necessary for 
the book to be published here, and it is the better opinion that 
such publication must be the first publication. This, indeed, 
was expressly stated by two of the law lords who decided Rout- 
ledge v. Low (L. R. 3 H. L. 100), Lord Cranworrn and Lord 
Westsvry ; but, as the point was not necessary for the decision 
of the case, it cannot be regarded as entirely settled, and in Reid 
v. Maxwell (2 Times L. R. 790) the Court of Appeal appear to 
have treated it as still open. If, however, the American Bill 
becomes law in its present form, and, as is most probable, no 
retaliatory measure is passed in England, the question will soon 
emerge into prominence. An arrangement by which an English 
author, to secure full copyright in both countries, must print his 
book in the United States and then wait for a first publication 
in England, can hardly be regarded as a convenient one. It is 
needless to remark that all difficulty will be removed as soon as 
the United States Legislature is strong enough to disregard the 
opposition of the ographical Union, the organization of the 
printers, and to make the United States a party to the Berne 
Convention of 1887. Then English authors would enjoy in the 
United States all the rights which they have in their own 
country, and American authors would, of course, have corre- 
sponding advantages. 





Tue DEctsion of the Court of Appeal in Barrow v. Isaacs (ante, 
p. 136) is a striking illustration of the narrow limits within 
which the courts can grant relief against forfeiture for the non- 
observance of covenants contained in leases. At law there was, 
of course, no power to grant such relief. In Doe v. Gladwin (6 
Q. B, 953) a covenant to insure in the joint names of the land- 
lord and tenant had been violated by the insuraace being made 
in the name of the tenant only. This had been approved by the 
owner of the reversion at the time of insurance, and the pre- 
miums had been regularly paid. But upon an assignment of 
the reversion, the assignee P soe proper to avail himself of 
the breach of the covenant, and it was held that he was entitled 
todo so. It was admitted that the law abhors a forfeiture, but 


at the same time the court had to deal only with the legal rights 
of the parties, and it was thought that the general effect of the 
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decision might be beneficial by teaching all that they must ful- 
fil their engagements and by giving certainty to their mutual 
relations. Equity, of course, has not adhered to this strictness, 
and in Sanders v. Pope (12 Ves. 282) Lord Erskine was of 
opinion that it might interfere to relieve against forfeiture 
wherever adequate compensation could be given for the damage 
which the landlord had suffered; and this, not only where the 
breach of the covenant was due to accident or surprise, but even 
where it was wilful. This laxity, however, was discountenanced 
by the greater authority of Lord Expon in Hill v. Barelay (18 
Ves. 56), where he thought that equity ought not to interfere 
with the legal relations of the parties except upon such 
grounds as accident or surprise, and he acted on the same 
doctrine in Reynolds vy. Pitt (19 Ves. 1384). In the subsequent 
case of Bargent v. Thompson (4 Giff. 473) Sruart, V.C., said in 
general terms, with regard to covenants to repair, that equity 
would relieve against forfeiture wherever the tenant could shew 
equitable circumstances sufficient to excuse him from a strict per- 
formance of the covenants. In that case, out of various repairs, 
several had been completed and others had been Te by the 
weather. In the present case of Barrow v. Isaacs a breach had been 
committed of a covenant against underletting without the con- 
sent in writing of the landlord. The failure to obtain such con- 
sent was due to the omission of a solicitor’s clerk to examine the 
original lease at the time when the sub-lease was granted. 
Against the sub-lessees no objection could be alleged, but this, of 
course, was immaterial. The general grounds on which equity 
would relieve were now formulated by the Court of Appeal as 
fraud, accident, or mistake. And it was held that the last term 
would not include an error due to the negligence of the tenant 
or some person acting for him. Consequently, there was no 
occasion for the introduction of equitable considerations, and the 
forfeiture was enforced as rigorously as in the case of Doe v. 
Gladwin. 





Tux Decision. of the Court of Appeal in MMadell v. Thomas, 
Sons, & Co. (ante, p. 135) does not add very much to the law 
with regard to fictitious hiring agreements, as settled by the 
Court of Appeal in Re Watson (38 W. R. 567, 25 Q. B. D. 27). 
Where a loan on the security of chattels takes the form of an 
absolute assignment of the chattels, followed by a hiring agree- 
ment entered into between the borrower and lender, by which 
the lender is empowered to take possession of the chattels on 
default in repayment, the real nature of the transaction will be 
inquired into, and the agreement will be within the Bills of Sale 
Acts as a “licence to take possession of personal chattels as 
security for a debt.” In the present instance, where the docu- 
ments were similar to those in Re Watson, the defendant, who 
was the lender, had taken possession on default in repayment, 
and the borrower brought an action of trespass, alleging that 
the hiring agreement was a bill of sale, and void for want of 
registration. The matter went before a jury, and their verdict 
amounted to a finding that the transaction was in fact one of 
loan on the security of the chattels. After this, and the 
decision in Re Watson, it was, of course, useless to maintain 
that the document did not require registration, but an attempt 
was made in the Court of Appeal to escape from the effect of 
the verdict, on the ground that the borrower, the grantor of the 
bill of sale, was estopped, as against the grantee, from setting 
up the want of registration. Naturally this attempt failed. 
Section 8 of the Act of 1882 makes an unregistered bill 
absolutely void, and in the face of this explicit declaration it 
would be very difficult to introduce a qualification based on the 
doctrine of estoppel. The section, of course, is much stronger 
than section 8 of the Act of 1878, which makes an unregistered 
bill of sale void only as against certain persons, among whom 
the grantor is not included. Moreover, as the Master of the 
Rolls pointed out, the doctrine of estoppel, if it applied as 
against the grantor, must also apply as _—e trustees and 
execution creditors claiming through him; but such a result is, 
of course, absurd. 





On Saturday an inquest was held on the body of Mr. Joseph Boddington, 
solicitor, of Warwick, who committed suicide on Friday week. The 
jury returned a yerdict that deceased committed suicide while temporarily 
insane. 





MAINTENANCE UNDER THE FORTY-THIRD SEC- 
TION OF THE CONVEYANCING ACT, 1881. 


Tue 48rd section of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 
1881, provides :-— 

** (1) Where any property is held by trustees in trust for an infant, either 
for life, or for any greater interest, and whether absolutely, or contin- 
gently on his attaining the of twenty-one years, or on the occurrence 
of any event before i that 
discretion, pay to the infant’s parent or guardian, if any, or otherwise 
apply for or towards the infant’s maintenance, education or benefit, the 
Pra po = —_ Pro] , or any part thereof, — — ye <b other 

a Cal same purpose, or person - 
vide for the infant’s pi ee or Sdncation, or not. eee a eee 

‘* (2) The trustees shall accumulate all the residue of that income in the 
way of compound interest, by investing the same and the resulting income 
thereof from time to time on securities on which they are by the settle- 
ment, if any, or by law, authorized to invest trust money, and shall hold 
those accumulations for the benefit of the person who ultimately becomes 
entitled to the property from which the same arise; but so that the trus- 
tees may at any time, if they think fit, apply those accumulations, or any 
part thereof, as if the same were income arising in the then current year. 

‘*(3) This section applies only if and as far as a contrary intention is not 
expressed in the instrument under which the interest of the infant arises, . 
and shall have effect subject to the terms of that instrument and to the 
provisions therein contained. 

‘* (4) This section applies whether that instrument comes into operation 
before or after the commencement of this Act.’’ 

The first question for our consideration is whether the section 
affects the construction of wills or settlements. The answer to 
this question may be given in the words of Fry, L.J., in Re 
Dickson (29 Ch. D., at p. 338), where he says: ‘‘Then we have 
to deal with the 48rd section, which contains some remarkable 

rovisions. One is that the section is to apply whether the 
instrument under which the question arises came into operation 
before the commencement of the Act or after the commencement 
of the Act. That evidently shews an intention not to affect the 
construction of wills, because it would be plainly unreasonable 
to apply to past wills a section which is intended to affect the 
operation and construction of wills; the other is sub-section 3, 
which declares that the section applies only if and as far as a 
contrary intention is not exp in the instrument.” In 
Re Wells (38 W. R. 327) Norrn, J, says: ‘I am satisfied 
that the Conveyancing Act, which was passed for the purpose of 
shortening and simplifying conveyances, was not intended to 
alter the devolution of property.” 

Assuming this view to be, as it doubtless is, correct, there are 
two matters to be considered when the question arises whether 
the section applies to any particular case. 

First, does the instrument express a “contrary intention,” as, 
for example, by giving the income during the minority of a child 
to another person ; and, 

Second, does the property vest absolutely in the child, will it 
vest in him on his attaining the age of twenty-one years or 
earlier, or will it not vest in him till after twenty-one. 

In marriage settlements, in any of the ordinary forms, the 
first question does not arise. We intend on a future occasion to 
discuss this question in some detail. It suffices for the present 
to say that the ultimate trusts, which dispose of the capital and 
income which remain after satisfying the Fc, cet of the settle- 
ment, are made expressly subject to ‘‘the trusts and powers 
hereinbefore declared and contained or by law vested in the 
trustees.” 

As to the second question, the interests of the children, in 
marriage settlements in the ordinary form, are made to vest at 
twenty-one or earlier, and are preceded by a life interest to 
one or both parents, so that at the time when maintenance is 
required—.¢., after the determination of the prior interests— 
the class, which includes every child then living, either consists 
of persons who have already acquired a vested interest or will 
do so at latest on attaining twenty-one. ; 

In cases, however, where a child who, before attaining twenty- 
one, may, owing to his succeeding to an estate or for any other 
reason, become excluded from taking under the trust for children, 
the section does not apply, because it is impossible to say as to 
any particular child that he will become entitled on attaining 
twenty-one, and therefore in this case an express maintenance 
clause should be inserted. 

There is another case of very rare occurrence, where the 
express clause should be inserted—namely, where a life interest 
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is given to one parent only, and is made determinable on an 
event which may happen in his lifetime : for it will be observed 
that, if the event happens while both parents are alive, more 
children may be born, so that it is impossible to say that the 
children living at the time when the event happens are entitled 
“ conti tly on attaining twenty-one”: see Re Jeffery, Burt 
v. A (ante, p. 54). 

Wills present much greater difficulties. It generally happens 
that there is a residuary gift; such a gift passes everything, 
including income not otherwise expressly disposed of, with 
some few exceptions. In cases, therefore, where we have to 
consider whether section 43 applies, we have to consider both 
the questions above mentioned. It is not our intention to 
discuss all the cases that can possibly arise, for to do so would 
be to write a treatise on the construction of wills ; we shall only 
discuss those of common occurrence. We will first consider the 
y sappoee whether a ‘contrary intention ”’ is expressed, and then 

question whether the children are “ entitled contingently on 
attaining twenty-one.” 

The most common manner in which a “contrary intention ” 
is expressed is by stating such trusts of the income that, ac- 
cording to the established rules of construction, it will, during 
the minority of the infant, belong to some other persons. As 
already stated, a gift of the residue of personalty carries every 
interest in personalty not otherwise disposed of, so that if a 
gift of principal to children does not carry interest till the 
time of vesting, such interest passes by the residuary gift, if 
any, and such residuary gift is probably an expression of a 
“contrary intention” within the meaning of the section. We 
will therefore consider the rules as to where the gift of prin- 
cipal operates as a gift of the income, as where this is the case 
a gift of residue will not take the income away from the persons 
entitled to the principal. 

A general residuary bequest, whether vested or contingent, 
carries the intermediate income which is not undisposed of, 
but accumulates (7reranion vy. Vivian, 2 Ves. sen. 430; Hodg- 
son v. Bectire, 10 H. L. Cas., at p. 665), and the same rule 

jes to a gift of a mixed residue of realty and personalty, 
the realty is directed to be converted or not: Genery 
v. Fitzgerald (Jac. 468), Glancill y. Glanvill (2 Mer. 38), and 
Ackers v. Phipps (3 Cl. & Fin. 665). It follows that where the 
will is in the ordinary form, containing a gift of the residue to 
children, either vested or contingent on their attaining twenty- 
one, and either preceded by a life interest to the parent or not, 
no intention is expressed, and the children are 
entitled, after the determination of the prior life interest, if any, 
to maintenance under section 43. 

Where a fund is directed to be at once set aside apart from the 
rest of the testator’s estate, it carries income from his death 
(Dundas v. Wolfe Murray, 1 H. & M. 425), so that if children take 
interests in the fund, either vested or contingently on their 
attaining twenty-one, section 43 applies. The same rule applies 


to a fund subject to a special power of appointment: Long v. 
Ovenden (16 Ch. D. 691. 
An immediate general legacy bears interest from the expira- 


tion of one year from the testator’s death (Benson v. Maude, 6 
Mad. 15), except it be to a child of the testator or other person 
to whom he is m loco parentis, in which case it bears interest from 
his death (Wileon v. Maddism, 2 Y. & ©. C. C. 372), 80 that in 
this case the provisions of section 43 may be relied on 

A vested — legacy payable in futuro (Tyrrell v. Tyrrell, 
4 Vee. 1; le v. Bellinghaw, 24 B. 448), and a contingent 
general leper ‘Heath v. Torry, 3 Atk. 101) does not bear | 
Interest it be to a child of the testator or other person to 
whom he is im Lees parcntis (Incledony. Northcote, 3 Atk., at p. 438), 
80 that where such a legacy is given the propriety of inserting 
the express power of maintenance depends on the circumstances 
A the case. 

Where 2 general legacy is given to A., with remainder to his 

vesting at age: fH no interest is payable after the 

death oA A. until some child attains twenty-one, and after the 
araneiing of that event the whole of the income is payable to 
theme om who have for the time being attained twenty-one : 
Furncauz +. lucher (WM, 1879, p- 125), Ie Jeflery, Burt vy. | 
Arneld (ante, » a8). 

We have already printed out two caves which may occur ia 





settlements in which maintenance will not be allowed owing to 
the children living at any time not being necessarily children 
who will take if they-attain twenty-one. There is another case 
of the same nature which probably occurs in wills only—namely, 
where there is a gift to the children of a living person, con- 
tingent on their attaining twenty-one, either preceded or not by 

a life interest to a person who is not their parent ; as in this case 

during the life of their parent (after the death of the persons, if 

any, to whom a life interest is given) the whole of the income 
for the time being belongs to those children who have attained 
vested interests: Shepherd v. Ingram (Amb. 448), Mfilis v. Norris 

(5 Ves. 335), Scott v. Scarborough (1 Beav. 154), Mainwaring v. 

Beevor (8 Ha. 44). f 

The conclusions we come to are the following :— 
First, express maintenance clauses may safely be omitted, in 
reliance on section 43, in the following cases :— 

(1) In a settlement of personalty in the ordinary form, 
where, subject to a life interest to one parent or both 
parents, the property is held in trust for such of the 
children as attain twenty-one (or being daughters 
marry under that age). It makes no difference if the 
parents take a power of appointment, as, if it is exer- 
cised, it can only affect the amount of the property 
taken, or the number of the children to take. 

2) Where, in a settlement of personalty in the form above 
mentioned, a child is excluded by name from the class 
to take, or children are contingently excluded by an 
event that must happen in the lifetime of the parent or 

arents taking a life interest. 

(3) Where in a will a residue, or share of residue, is given 

to the children of a deceased person as a class, either 

for an immediate vested interest or contingently on 
their attaining twenty-one. 

(4) Where in a will a residue, or share of residue, is given 

to a living person for life, with remainder to his chil- 

dren as a class, either for an immediate vested interest 
or contingently on their attaining twenty-one. 

(5) Where a residue, or a share of residue, is given to a 
named child, either for an immediate vested interest or 
contingently on his attaining twenty-one, whether or 
not his parent or a stranger takes a prior life interest. 

(6) The three last preceding rules apply to a gift of a fund 
directed to be immediately set aside from the rest of 
the testator’s estate, and to a gift of property over 
which he has a special power of appointment. 

(6) Where an immediate general bequest is given to a child 
or children as a class. But if they are not the children 
of the testator, or if he is not in loco parentis to them, 
they have no maintenance for the first year after his 
death. 

(7) A general legacy to a child or children of the testator, 
either vested and payable i futuro or contingent. 

On the other hand, an express power of maintenance should 
be inserted in the following cases :— 

(1) In a marriage settlement or will where the trusts are 
for the children at twenty-one, with an exception of 
any child who may be excluded from the class to take 
on his succeeding to a landed estate, or on some other 
event happening before he attains twenty-one. 

(2) Where in a will a residue, or share of residue, is given 
to children of a living person asa class either for an 
immediate vested interest or contingently on attaining 
twenty-one, preceded in either case by a life interest 
to a person who is not their parent. 

(3) The preceding rule applies to a gift of a fund directed 
to be immediately set aside from the testator’s estate, 
and to property over which he has a power of appoint- 

t ° 


ment, 

(4) A general legacy to the child or children of some 
person other than the testator, either vested immedi- 
utely and payable im futuro or contingent, and oither 
preceded or not by a life interest to any person. 

(5) Kither in a settlement or will where at the time when 
mainte: ance is required the class is capable of 
IMT, 

Powibly if the gift is made by a will which contains no 
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residuary gift the section applies in either of these cases, so 
long at least as all the children are infants, but there are some 
cases in which the whole income is payable to the children who 
have attained twenty-one (see ante), and, therefore, even if the 
will contains no residuary gift, it appears proper to insert the 
express power of maintenance. e propose to discuss this 
question hereafter. 








THE APOLLINARIS CASES. 


Wuen the establishment of a register of trade-marks was first 
undertaken in 1875, a short Act of Parliament of ten sections 
was all that was thought necessary; but as time has gone on 
the extent and intricacy of the subject have gradually become 
apparent, and on the slender sub-structure afforded by the 
original Act, a wide and complicated system has been built up, 
by subsequent legislation, by rules of court, and by numerous 
and important decisions of the courts. Among these last the 
decisions in The Apollinaris Co.’s cases, argued before Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu in July last, and before the Court of Appeal ia 
November and December, will always hold a conspicuous 
place, both for the multiplicity and importance of the ques- 
tions involved and for the breadth and far-reaching operation 
of the decisions arrived at. 

For the present purpose it will be sufficient to state the 
position of the parties somewhat generally. Ineram & Royie 
was the name of a firm who carried on one of the most extensive 
businesses in London in natural and artificial mineral waters 
and salts derived from the waters or compounded from elements 
corresponding to those with which the waters were impregnated. 
In 1885 the business and goodwill of Incram & RoyLe were 
sold for £12,000 to the Vichy Co., a French company dealing in 
similar goods, and especially in the = of the springs at 
Vichy, belonging to the French Government, of which the 
ne were the concessionaires. Incram & Royie had been 
in the habit of dealing in, among other waters, those derived 
from the Hunyadi Janos spring in Hungary, the Friedrichshall 
spring in Germany, aud the Apollinaris spring in another part 
of Germany. The water from the Hunyadi Janos and Apolli- 
naris springs had been purchased by Incram & Royte from the 
Apollinaris Co., an English limited company established in 
1873, and the Friedrichshall water from the German owners of 
the spring; but about the same time when the Vichy Co. pur- 
chased the business of Incram & Royts, the Apollinaris Co. 
obtained a contract with the owners of the Friedrichshall spring. 
By this contract, as also by an earlier contract with the owner 
of the Hunyadi Janos spring, the Apollinaris Co. had become 
for a term of years the exclusive consignees in Great Britain of 
the waters from the Friedrichshall and Hunyadi Janos springs, 
the owners retaining their liberty of exporting to certain other 
countries. As to the Apollinaris spring, the relations between 
the Apollinaris Co. and the spring owners had been similar 
down to 1881, but in that year the company obtained a further 
contract, by which they became entitled for a term of years to 
the entire output of the spring. 

Under these circumstances the Vichy Co. applied to the 
Apollinaris Co, in 1885 fora supply of the waters controlled 
by them; but the Apollinaris Co. peremptorily refused to supply 
them or to supply any other dealer who would not bind himself 
not to supply clk and inasmuch as retailers of mineral waters 
appear to have a preference for dealing with one wholesale 
house only, the result was that the Vichy Co. found it difficult to 
keep together the connection of Inaram & Royir which they 
had bought, and they consequently cast about to.see if they 
coukl not obtain a supply of the waters from the Continent, 
when they discovered that the Apollinaris Co. had_ registered 
numerous trade-marks for all three waters, some of them being 
the marks used by the owners of the springs, and that the 
Apollinaris Co, had also various applications pending for the 
registration of additional marks for the same waters. There- 
upon the Vichy Co, opposed the new applications, but were met 
by various objections on the part of the Apollinaris Co,, who, 
among other points, relied on their existing registrations as a 
justification for their now applications, This being so, the Viehy 
Co, moved the court to rectify the register by expunging the 
marks already entered there, A large amount of evidence was 


cation, on the ground that the Vichy Co. was not a “ person 

ieved ” within section 5 of the Act of 1875 or section 90 of 
the Acts of 1883-8. From these decisions cross appeals were 
brought, with the result that the Vichy Co. have succeeded, not 
only in maintaining all the decisions in their favour, but also 
in obtaining the reversal of all the decisions unfavourable to 
them, and the removal from the register of all the marks to 
which they took exception. 

The decisions of the Court of may be conveniently 
classified under two heads—(1) with reference to the question 
what trade-marks ought to be registered or allowed to remain on 
the register when placed there; (2) with reference to the ques- 
tion who is entitled to apply in the character of a “ person 
aggrieved ” for the rectification of a wrongful registration. 

The following points have now been determined by the Court 
of Appeal under — first of png me § 

(i.) A trade-mark must at the of registration distinguish 
the goods of the person registering it from all others. (But 
there will, of course, be a limited exception in cases in which the 
well-known “‘three-mark rule ” applies.) 

(ii.) An we es of foreign s cannot register as his own 
the trade-marks of the foreign producer, whether the goods are 
produced by a course of manufacture or by a process of nature, 
or whether the nae has or has not an caleba contract for 
this country, or whether the producer does or does not consent 
to the registration. But the question is left open whether the 
importer may not register such marks if he has a contract for 
the entire output of the manufacturer. 

(iii.) Whether an importer can or cannot register as his own 
the producer’s trade-marks after the importer has acquired the 
control of the producer’s entire output, the registration by the 
importer of trade-marks belonging to the producer while the 
importer had a lesser right cannot be rendered valid by the 
subsequent acquisition of the right to the whole output. 

(iv.) Though it is not necessary for a mark to have been used 
prior to registration, and it will ordinarily be presumed that a 
mark tendered for registration is intended to be used, yet, if itis 
proved that a mark which it is sought to register without prior 
user, is not intended to be used in this country, but is only 
sought to be registered by an importer for the purpose of 
enabling him to stop the im into this country of goods in- 
tended for foreign consumption and having the mark affixed to 
them by the producer, whose mark in fact it is, registration will 
not be allowed. 

(v.) Where a label tendered for registration contains, with 
other matter, a device to which special attention is directed as 
being the “‘ trade-mark,” registration ought to be refused, on the 
ground that the effect of the label is likely to mislead the public 
into the belief that the device alone is protected or claimed. 

vi.) The names of well-known springs, such as ** Apollinaris,” 
‘‘Hunyadi Janos,” “ Friedrichshall,” are not “fancy wonds ” 
within the Act of 1883, 

The court further held that a mark which was wrongly claimed 
at the date of registration must be removed from the register, 
even if circumstances have subsequently arisen which ~ 
enable the registered proprietor to make a fresh application 
registration with success, The merits of such a fresh application 
cannot be ascertained until the public have had an opportunity 
of coming in and objecting. 

Next, assuming a trade-mark to have been registered in con- 
travention of one or more of the above rules or of some other 
rule governing registration, and that the registration would con- 
sequently be set aside on the application of a duly qualified per- 
son, the second question arises—who is a daly qualitied person, 


or, in the language of the Acts, whe is a “ person teved " ? 
This is, as the Court of Appeal said, a question « shewd 


and in various cases which have come before the courts the Jews 
stand? of the applicant has been disputed, buat very rarely with 
success, In the Apellinanis eaves, however, the Vichy Oo. were held 
by Mr, Justice Kexewren not to be entitled to for reetifica- 
tion on grounds which there is no need to discuss the deiven 





of the Court of Appeal to the contrary, 
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filed on both sides, and after the cases had stood over for some 
time, they were at last heard before Mr. Justice Kexewicu, who 
supported the Vichy Co. in their objections to all the Apollinaris 
Co.’s new applications, but refused all their motions for rectifi- 
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The Court of Appeal have now laid down, broadly and clearly, 
that the intention of the statutes in requiring an applicant for 
rectification to be a “‘ person aggrieved” is only to prevent the 
interference of common informers or of persons actuated by 
merely sentimental motives, and not to require evidence of 
general or serious damage ; that a man who is in the same trade 
as the person who has wrongfully registered the trade-mark, 
and who desires to deal in the s to which it is applied, is 
prima facie a “person aggrieved”; that whenever one trader, 
by the wrongful registration of a trade-mark, narrows the area 
of business open to his rivals, and thereby either immediately 
excludes, or with reasonable probability will in the future ex- 
clude, a rival from a portion of the trade into which he desires 
to enter, that rival is a person aggrieved ; that if the effect pro- 
duced, or likely to be produced, by the wrongful trade-mark is 
not the exclusion, but the hampering of a rival trader, the latter 
‘is aggrieved. It has already been repeatedly held that a person 
against whom an action has been brought, founded on a regis- 
tered trade-mark, is aggrieved by the registration, if wrongful ; 
the Court of Appeal has now laid down that the same principle 
applies when the registered proprietor is making use of his 
registration, not for the —— of an action, but for the pur- 
pose of defeating the objections of a rival trader to a fresh 
application by himself for the registration of a new trade-mark— 
in fact, that any person against whom the registration is used in 
any way in litigation is a “‘ person aggrieved.” The Court of 
Appeal have, in short, taken the view that the intention of Par- 
liament was simply to insure an application for rectification 
being made for i fide purposes, and not to confirm a trader 
who had, ex hypothesi, obtained an unlawful advantage over 
others in the enjoyment of the advantage unlawfully obtained. 

While deciding so many points, the Court of Appeal left 
undecided many questions which had been raised before them, 
and some of which, at all events, will have to be decided some 
day. Of these the most important was perhaps that raised by 
the Vichy Co. with reference to some of the Apollinaris Co.’s 
labels regi or tendered for registration, after 1883—viz., 
that section 74 of the Act of 1883 requires words common to 
the trade added to a mark to be disclaimed, and, consequently, 
that such words appearing on a label ought to be disclaimed. 
To this the Apollinaris Co. replied, with some force, that it is 

words “‘added to” a trade-mark that require to be 
disclaimed, and that, the label being registered as a whole, no 
right is acquired in any of its parts separately, so that no 
disclaimer is necessary. Mr. Justice Kexewicu considered that 
disclaimers were necessary in such cases, and his judgment, 
being affirmed by the Court of Appeal, stands, but the latter 
court decided the cases on other grounds, and said nothing in 
favour of one view or the other. 

It would have been too much to expect that all possible 

ints in the law of trade-marks should be embraced in these 

isions. It is matter for congratulation that in the points 
which have been decided the Court of Appeal have proceeded 
on broad and definite lines, which will greatly conduce to the 
determination of future cases on a sound and reasonable basis. 


The St. James's Gazette, in an article on ‘‘ Some Wills of 1890,” SAYS :— 


Mr. John Clayton, of Newcastle-on-Tyne, a solicitor, who died in July 
last, _was not far from being a millionaire. He left in personalty 
£728,746 and real estate of considerable value. But he had opportunities 


for acquiring wealth which do not often come toa country solicitor—or, 
for that matter, toa London solicitor cither. He lived for ninety-eight 
years. He ed his father as town clerk of Newcastle-on-Tyne 
nearly seventy years ago, and was for more than half a century identified 
most of the enterprizes which have enriched the city and district. In 
connection with these his professional earnings must have been large, and 
the occasions for making profitable investment of his capital frequent. 
ae ae east youn of his life he used to give up part, if not the 
whole, of one day in each week to a walk along the course of the Roman 
wall. Thus he kept himself in health, and, being otherwise of a thrifty 
habit, grew rich. Among the wills of solicitors proved during the year 
have been those of Alderman David Henry Stone, £30,800; Mr. Hubert 
Martineau, £104,000; Mr. Charles Bull, of Bedford-row, £133,458; Mr. 
Samuel Potter, -strect, ( £38,771; Mr. William Cox, 


B 


King , Cheapside, 
formeriy MP. for Finsbury, £19,146; Sir Evan Morris, of Wrexham, who 
was closely connected with railway extension in Wales, £43,541; Mr. 
W. J. Yoser, a member of the Common Council of the City of London, 
£7,288; Mr. Robert Waxter (of the firm of Baxter, Row, & Norton) an 
caret evangelist, £55,941 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 


WESTERN NATIONAL BANK OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK v. PEREZ 
TRIANA & CO. (KOPPEL’S APPEAL)—No. 1, 19th December. 


Practice—Service or Writ—Action AGAInNsT Foreign 'Frrm—Senvice on 
ALLEGED PARTNER TEMPORARILY WITHIN JuRispicTion—R. 8. C., IX., 6; 
XI. 

This case raised a question of great importance as to the mode of suing 
a foreign firm not having any place of business in England, and the 
members of which were all resident abroad. The defendants were sued in 
their firm name as acceptors of certain bills of exchange. The writ was 
served upon Koppel, a foreigner, resident abroad, who happened to be in 
England for a short time, and was alleged to be a partner in the defend- 
ants’ firm. Koppel was specifically served ‘“‘as a partner,’’ and entered 
an appearance in which he stated that he was not a partner. This appear- 
ance was struck out, on the application of the plaintiffs, as being a con- 
ditional appearance, and Koppel then entered an appearance in the ordi- 
nary form. He then moved to set aside the service of the writ on the 
ground that he was not a partner. The Divisional Court refused to set 
aside the service, and Koppel appealed. The appeal was heard on August 
8, and the court took time to consider. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Linpitey and Bowen, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. Lord Esner, M.R., after elaborately reviewing 
the procedure under the rules and orders as to service of writs on 
individuals within and without the jurisdiction, proceeded : — We 
now come to the case of foreign partners of a foreign firm sued in 
our English courts, the partners being all abroad, none of them 
resident or domiciled in England. If the parties were each and all 
sued by name, it is difficult, I think impossible, to say otherwise 
than that each of them would be subject to the procedure and rules and 
orders just previously described. Each of them would be within order 11, 
and therefore within the consequent or consequential rules. If their case 
is within some of the rules, they must, I think, be within all the rules. 
There is no distinction made between the rules. They are all rules made 
for the same ultimate purpose—namely, for the purpose of enforcing the 
writ of the court. If so, the rules as to the form of the writ and as to its 
service must have the same effect in the case of foreign partners as in the 
case of a foreign individual. Then the foreign partners in the case in which 
our English writ can issue may in such writ be sued by their firm name. 
The court may under order 11 give leave to serve the writ abroad. 
Service on one er abroad would be service on the firm and on all the 
partners of the firm. And if one of the foreign partners be found in Eng- 
land service may be effected on him without leave. Order 11 is not then 
called into play. But the other orders and rules apply, and service on 
that partner is service on the firm, and on all the other partners, with 
all the consequent results. The case of Pollexfen v. Sibson (34 W. R 
534, 16 Q. B. D. 792) is absolutely in point. The reasoning of the judges 
in that case seems to me to be the same as the reasoning more elaborately 
set forth in this judgment. Davies v. André (38 W. RK. 437) is, I think, 
authority that service in England on a foreign partner found in England 
is a good service on the foreign firm. The question directly decided was 
that a conditional appearance was no appearance at all. That the service 
was good service was not disputed. The case of Russell v. Cambefort (37 
W. R. 701, 23 Q. B. D. 526) is hardly consistent with all the 
reasoning of this judgment, but in it the case of Pollexfen v. 
Sibson was not overruled. Russell v. Cambefort raises, in my 
opinion, an exception as to the application of the second part of ord. 
9, r. 6, to the service of a sufficient writ in the prescribed manner on a 
foreign firm where all the partners in it are foreigners abroad. In the 
present case I think that the service on the person alleged by the plaintiff 
to be a partner could not at any time have been set aside. It certainly 
cannot be set aside now that he has appeared unconditionally. It has 
been said that no foreign court would enforce in its own country a judg- 
ment obtained in this country, procured under the rules and orders in the 
manner above described. That may be so as to the partners not actually 
served, and as to their share in the partnership property. It hardly seems 
that it would be so as to the property or share of the partner who has 
actually been served. All these questions do not seem to me to arise yet 
in the present case. But, supposing that the judgment would be 
ineffectual abroad, it may well stand as a valid judgment in this country, 
effectual against any partnership or personal property which may here- 
after come into this country. I have the strongest opinion that the rules 
and orders as to the service of writs abroad should at once revised. 
The appeal should, in my opinion, be dismissed. Bowen, L.J., in the 
course of his judgment (in which Linpiey, L.J., concurred) said * The 
first question which arises is whether this service is good service as against 
the firm within the meaning of ord. 9, r.6. The second question will be 
whether, assuming the writ as against the firm to be mise®pressed, it is not 
(after the defendant’s appearance) to be held good as against himself. If 
the writ in its present form and the service of it are to be held valid as 
against the firm, the judgment entered, if the plaintiffs were to prove 
successful in the action, would be against the firm (ord. 12, r. 15), a a 
ment which in such a shape would not be recognized by any other 
country, since the firm are not within the En opty sdiction. It has been 
urged before us that it was never intended by ord. 9, r. 6, to deal with 
actions against foreign firms, the members of which are wholly resident 
abroad, In opposition to this it was contended that ord, 9, r, 6, applies 
to actions against all firms, forcign and English alike, whether the 
members are resident abroad or not, and that the rules are competent to 
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prescribe how actions should be tried against all persons outside or in- 
side the jurisdiction. I do not think that the field is open to me to dis- 
cuss this broad subject upon principle apart from authority. In Russell v. 
Cambefort the judgment of the Court of Appeal was based upon the view 
that ord. 9, r. 6, was not intended to govern writs directed against foreign 
firms, none of whose partners were resident or domiciled in England. It 
follows that the present writ is incorrectly issued against the firm, and 
cannot be justified by ord. 9, r. 6. O'Neil v. Clason (46 L. J. Q. B. 190) 
and Pollexfen v. Sibson (34 W. R. 534) and Shepherd v. Hirsch, Pritchard, § 
Co. (38 W. R. 745, 45 Ch. D. 231), if really inconsistent with this decision, 
must not be followed. It must not be supposed that our decision implies 
that no remedy can be had against foreign firms or such of their rie 
as happen to come within the jurisdiction. The old course will still be 
pursued—viz., to insert in the writ the names of the partners whom it is 
decided to sue, and such writ may be served upon any of the partners who 
are found within the jurisdiction. For service out of the jurisdiction recourse 
must be had to order 11, if the case is one which can be brought within the rules 
ot that order. As to the second question, it appears to me that, as against the 
defendant Koppel, the service of the writ must, under the circumstances, be 
upheld. He is not the less intended to be sued because he is intended to be 
sued with others who with him are misnamed and irregularly comprehended 
in one firm name. The irregularity must be set right. The defendant has 
waived as against himself the irregularity of the nomenclature in the 
writ by appearance, since he might, if he had chosen, have moved under 
ord. 12, r. 30, to set aside the service upon himself, and was not obliged 
to appear to enable himself to move. The service must stand as against 
this defendant if the plaintiffs elect to amend the writ in ten days so as to 
state that this defendant is sued together with the other alleged members 
of the firm, who should be named separately. Order accordingly.—CovnsgEL, 
French, Q.C., and Danckwerts ; Bigham, Q.C., and R. M. Bray. Soxtcrrors, 
Travers, Smith, Braithwaite, § Robinson ; John W. Sykes. 





Re THE APOLLINARIS CO,'8 TRADE-MARKS—No. 2, 18th December. 


Trape-Mark — Reetstration — Rectirication or RecGtster — *‘ Person 
AGGRIEVED ’’—DistincTivE Marx—‘ Exctivsive Use ’’—Trapne-Marxks 
ReaistRatTiIon Act, 1875, ss. 5, 10, 15—Parents, Destens, anp Trapr- 
Marks Act, 1883, s. 90. 


In this case there were four appeals by a company called the Vichy Co. 
against the refusal of Kekewich, J., to remove from the register of trade- 
marks certain marks which had been registered by the Apollinaris Co. 
Some important questions arose as to the meaning of the term ‘‘ person 
aggrieved ’’ in the Trade-Marks Acts of 1875 and 1883. 

Tur Court (Lixpiey, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) allowed all the four 
appeals. Fry, L.J. (who delivered the judgment of the Court), said: 
The first appeal relates to the marks numbered 6,356, 6,357, and 9,026. 
The Vichy Co. have made an application to remove these marks, and this 
application has been refused by Kekewich, J. No. 9,026 is the name 
Hunyadi Janos, Nos. 6,356 and 6,357 are labels bearing the portrait of 
Hunyadi Janos. Two questions arise—viz. (1) are the Vichy Co. persons 
aggrieved within the meaning of the statute of 1875, section 15? (2) If so, 
ought the marks to be removed from the register? The facts as to the 
first question, as we find them, are as follows :—The spring from which 
this water is procured is the property of Saxlehner. Before 1876 consider- 
able quantities of the water were sold to various persons, including Messrs. 
Ingram & Royle. On February 12, 1876, a contract was entered into 
between Saxlehner and the Apollinaris Co., giving the latter the sole right 
of selling Hunyadi Janos water in England and beyond the seas for a 
period of ten years, Saxlehner agreeing to refuse to export to any other 
firm in England. This sole right was afterwards extended to 1890. For 
some time after the date of this first contract Ingram & Royle were 
supplied with Hunyadi Janos water by the Apollinaris Co. In June and 
September, 1876, the marks in question were registered by the A i 
Co. In 1885 Ingram & Royle sold their business to the Vichy Co. Soon 
afterwards the Apollinaris Co. refused to supply the Vichy Co. or Ingram 
& Royle with the water. Thereupon Ingram & Royle obtained cases from 
English dealers, but this was also stopped by the Apollinaris Co., relying 
on their registered trade-marks, and all purchasers from the Apollinaris 
Co. were thenceforth required to enter into an engagement not to sell to 
Ingram & Royle. Some parcels of water were imported into this country, 
and reached Hull, but in all cases the sale was stopped by the Apollinaris 
Co. The business of manufacturing artificial Hunyadi Janos water and 
lozenges made from the salts of this water was carried on by In & 
Royle or the Vichy Co., and the water and salts were sold here (although 
the sale does not appear to have been very large), but it was stopped by 
the Apollinaris Co., at least in two cases. We find, further, that the 
dealing in the natural and artificial Hunyadi Janos water was within 
the ordinary course of business of the Vichy Co., and that the 
Vichy Co. did desire to deal, in England, certainly in the natural 
water. From the actual evidence of small parcels being brought into this 
country till stopped by the Apollinaris Co., and from the general course of 
trade, we conclude that there was a possibility of getting the water in 
small quantities, and that this supply might, and very probably would, 
have increased if it had not been checked and stopped by the Apollinaris 
Co, by threats of actions based on these trade-marks. There was a rivulet 
which, unimpeded, might have wn to an important stream. On any 
bottles which the Vichy Co. might have obtained in this way they would 
have been entitled to use labels signifying that they were Hunyadi Janos 
water, and that they came from Saxlehner’s spring, But the registered 
trade-marks of the Apollinaris Co, would have prevented them from exer- 
cising that right. Then are they ‘ a aggrieved’? ? We approach 
the question on the assumption that the marks were wrongly on the regis- 





er, and further with these two observations—(1) the question is one 





merely of locus standi ; (2) the words ‘‘ aggrieved person ”’ to us to 
have been introduced into the statute to the action of common in- 
formers or persons interfering from 'y sentimental motives. But they 


must not be read so as to make evidence of general or serious damage a 
consideration precedent to the right to apply to remove a mark. We are 
of opinion that whenever one trader, by means of his wrongly registered 
trade-mark, narrows the area of business open to his rivals, and thereby 
either immediately excludes, or with reasonable ility will in the 
future exclude, a rival from a portion of that into which he desires 
to enter, then that rival is an aggrieved person. Again, if the 
duced, or likely to be produced, by the wrongful trade-mark is not the 
ex@lusion but the hampering of a rival trader, that rival trader is, in our 
opinion, aggrieved. A man who is in the same trade as the one who has 
wrongfully registered a trade-mark, and who still desires to deal in the 
article in question, is primd facie an aggrieved person. This may be re- 
butted by shewing that by reason of some circnmstances entirely inde- 
pendent of the trade-mark the person complaining never could carry on 
any trade in the article. But the burthen of tendering such proof is on 
the man who claims the mark, and here that burthen has not been dis- 
charged. It is impossible to say how much of the difficulty under which 
the Vichy Co. have laboured has been due to the trade-marks, and how 
much to other circumstances. The Vichy Co. are, in our a 
aggrieved. As to the merits, No. 9,026 has been abandoned. ith re- 
gard to Nos. 6,356-7, the Attorney-General made several points. These 
labels were Saxlehner’s, and, according to the Apollinaris Co., were 
registered by them with his authority. The Attorney-General con- 
tended that there was no evidence of authority to register them in the name 
of the Apollinaris Co., and that the burthen of proving this was on the 
Apollinaris Co. Without determining the accuracy of this con- 
tention, we think his next contention correct, For if Saxlehner gave his 
consent, that did not, in our opinion, justify the ing the mark on the 
register. For, first, the label must, under section 10 of the Act of 1875, 
be a distinctive label—i.c., distinguishing the goods of the person claiming 
from all others, whereas this does not distinguish the bottles sold by the 
Apollinaris Co. from any other of Saxlehner’s; on the contrary, it 
represents them as Saxlehner’s. Secondly, the Apollinaris Co. were not 
persons entitled to the exclusive use of it either under the Act or other- 
wise at law. A person who puts another's trade-mark on the register 
cannot be a person entitled under the Act. We are not concerned here 
with a case in which an importer may use the mark of the manufacturer 
with an addition indicative of the goods being imported by him. But the 
mark of a manufacturer pure and simple cannot rightly be assumed by an 
importer from that manufacturer, or by a person who buys from that 
manufacturer, unless, indeed, when all the goods of the man 
to that importer or that dealer; if they do not, other s of the manu- 
facturer may reach the hands of other dealers, who 
them the manufacturer's mark. Now for this purpose the owner of 
natural source of an article which nature manufactures is in a 
position asa manufacturer by the hands of his workpeople. If Saxlehner’s 
assent would justify the registration it would follow that a manufacturer in 
Paris using a trade-mark well known in England can allow A. to register it 
as his mark, and thereby prevent B. and C., who have t from the 
Paris maker, from selling in England. Both the marks numbered 6,356 
and 6,357 must, therefore, be removed from the register. We come next 
to the Apollinaris marks, Nos. 2,076 and 4,122. No. 2,076 was registered 
on the 24th of May, 1876, and is the name ** Apollinaris.’’ No. 4,122 was 
registered on the 14th of June, 1876, and consists of the words 
‘‘ Apollinaris Brunnen” and an anchor, The same questions arise as on 
the last appeal. The first question is, Are the Vichy Co. aggrieved 
rsons ? The Apollinaris spring has long been known, and the water 
been for many years in the market. In 1852 Kreuzberg was the 
owner of the spring. In 1873 Kreuzberg contracted with the Apollinaris 
Co. to supply them; Kreuzberg granted the exclusive sale of the 
water in Great Britain to the Apollinaris Co. In the same year Kreuzberg 
died, and his representatives sold the spring 
On the 10th of March, 1881, the Gesellschaft entered into a contract 
for an exclusive supply to the i Co. for fifty Lae 
terminable in certain contingencies. In 1885 the Vic Co 


urchased Ingram & Royle’s business. Thereupon yo apenng the 
Vichy Co. to the Apollinaris Co. to sell the water to were Bar 
As regards rival trading, the case is different from that of the Hun- 
yadi Janos marks ; for here all the water from the in comes into the 
hands of the Apollinaris Co., it may be that the Vichy Co. could not 
object to the use of the mark. The importer has become the master of the 
whole produce. In our opinion it is doubtful whether the Viehy Co. 
aggrieved as rival traders after the contract of 1 
were aggrieved between 1876 and 1881. 
Co, have a real grievance, for . . 
linaris Co. applied to register three trade-marks for mineral 
aerated waters (Nos. 44,218, 44,219, and c , lay 3 
This application was 0 the Vichy Co. Upon this application the 
Apollinaris Co. that they were the owners of the 
2,076 and 4,122, and asked the court thence to infer yy! 


to have other marks to which the Vic * 
Vichy Co. say they are y pn ey The 

their own conten was idle, that it did 

had those marks therefore they 


were 
opinion, when one trader uses the fact of registration 
case against another trader, 
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attacked ought to be at liberty to reply two things—first, ‘‘ You ought not 
to be on the register’’; and, secondly, ‘‘ Even if you ought, I have done 
u no wrong.’’ The completeness of the second line of defence ought not 
to preclude the attacked person from availing himself of the first. If I 
am assailed with the conclusion of a syllogism, I am usually at liberty both 
in logic and at law to defend myself by denying both or either of the two 
propositions which are alleged in support of the conclusion, and I am 
aggrieved if I am unjustly deprived of this right. This liberty of defence 
is a matter of great importance to a litigant. Suppose a person to be sued 
for an infringement of the trade-mark No. 2,076, he would have a short 
and immediate answer to the action if he could attack the trade-mark, for 
it is admitted that the registration cannot be justified. The inquiry 
whether, if the registration stands, he has infringed the mark, might be a 
long and expensive one, to which, in our opinion, he ought not to be 
driven, even though he may be able to succeed upon it. The practical 
conclusion of this view is, we think, a sound one. It will stop the 
practice, of which we have seen instances in this case, of a trader 
registering a mark without justification, and using it as a means to 
intimidate or coerce other traders, and then at the bar alleging that the 
threat was idle, and that the person against whom it was aimed was not 
aggrieved thereby. The conclusion at which we arrive is, therefore, that 
the Vichy Co. are persons aggrieved within the meaning of the section as 
to the merits. The mark No. 2,076 has been abandoned by the Apollinaris 
Co. The mark No. 4,122 has been used in several ways—on corks, on 
stone bottles, on glass bottles, and in other ways not necessary to enume- 
rate. Numerous objections have been raised to the mark. It is alleged 
by the Apollinaris Co. to have been used by them two years before 
March, 1876; but it never was, in fact, used by the Apollinaris Co., but 
only by Kreuzberg before that date. At the date of the registration the 
Apollinaris Co. had no monopoly of the spring, and no right to prevent 
any person purchasing from Kreuzberg or the Actien-Gesellschaft, or from 
using Kreuzberg’s trade-marks. If the registration had been by Kreuz- 
berg it would have been right; but the registration by the importer from 
Kreuzberg was wrong. Again, if the mark registered had been one which 
indicated the importer, it might have been maintained. But an importer 
has no right to appropriate to himself the mark which, both by user and 
express statement on its face, asserts itself to be the mark of the pro- 
ducer or of the owner of the place of origin. At the time of registration 
the mark was an old one, and of course could not be registered as a new 
one. But it was an old one of Kreuzberg, and therefore could not be 
registered as an old one of the Apollinaris Co. It was a mark of the pro- 
ducer, and could not be registered as the trade-mark of an importer, who 
had no right to the whole produce of the spring. The case comes within 
section 5 of the Act of 1875. The Apollinaris Co. were not, at the time 
of registration, entitled to the exclusive use of the mark. Further, it was 
obtained upon a statement alleging that itwas branded by the Apollinaris 
Co. on the corks. That is not an immaterial misrepresentation, for it sug- 
gests a possession of the spring and the consequent right to an exclusive 
mark. That statement was not justified by the facts, and was made 
probably with a view to support their claim to be sole importers. It was 
argued that, as the Apollinaris Co. had in 1881 become the sole owners of 
the produce of the spring, they could now get those marks on the register, 
and that we ought not to remove them when they can get them on again. 
But even assuming that the Apollinaris Co. are primd facie entitled now to be 
placed on the register (as to which we say nothing), we are of opinion 
that the course suggested is rendered impossible by the statutory provision 
for advertisements. To allow a mark which ought not to have been put 
on to remain on by reason of some intervening event would be to preclude 
the public from challenging this new title of the applicant for registra- 
tion. The appeal must, therefore, be allowed with respect to these two 
marks. We next come to the Friedrichshall marks, Nos. 45,096 and 
45,091. These marks were registered in 1885. The appeal as to these 
marks is by the Vichy Co. from the refusal of Kekewich, J., to remove 
them from the register. The questions to be determined in this case 
under the Act of 188% are the same as under the Act of 1875. The spring 
was discovered in 1763, and it was owned by one Oppel, and it was worked 
Oppel & Co. The water has been known in the market for years, and 
it has been largely dealt in by Ingram & Royle. Artificial Friedrichshall 
water and Friedrichshall salt«e were also known in the market. In 1885 
the Vichy Co. bought Ingram & Royle’s business. On May 9, 1885, Oppel 
ted with the Apollinaris Co. to grant them the exclusive right to 
sell this water in Great Britain and elsewhere, except on the Continent. 
In 1834 and 1885 the Vichy Co. bought the water from Oppel, but they 
were stopped by the Apollinaris Co., except as to purchases abroad of 
bottles used abroad. ‘There are reported cases which shew that the 
of these marks by the Apollinaris Co. tends to hamper the 
trade. The Vichy Co. further complained that two applications 
the Apollinaris Co. to register trade-marks relating one to Friedrichshail 
salte and the other to the water have been opposed by them, and that 
they have been met by the Apollinaris Co. setting up the marks numbered 
6 and 45,097. On both grounds the Vichy Co. are persons aggrieved. 
As to the merits, it is admitted that the mark numbered 45,097 cannot be 
are 
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. With regard to the mark numbered 45,096, several objections 

raised by the Attorney-General. One was that the mark was 
calculated to mislead, inasmuch as the whole label is registered as a 
trade-mark, and yet contains the amwertion that the red disc, the most 
Sadec es part of the whole label, is ‘the trade-mark,’ an assertion 
to the conclusion that it, and it alone, is the trade-mark, and, 
theretlore, that the label, as a whole, is not. An owner of a registered 
trade-mark may it on « registered label, but not # as to mislead a 
ve oh the label and indnce him to believe that the only thing regis- 
tered ia the distinctive mark. It was contended that this conclu- 
tom was incon tent with Widen's cae (2 Ch. D. 211). Bat the 
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point, though probably open, was not really argued in that case. 
The appeal must be allowed as to these two marks. The trade- 
mark numbered 48,933 is a label Cevised and used by Oppel on the 
Continent, and it forms a material part of certain labels registered 
by him in 1885. This is the ‘“‘ F and Arrow mark,” and it was registered 
in 1885. It is admitted to have been never separately used in this 
conntry. There is no evidence of any user or of any intention to use it in 
this country, and it is to us clear, and is, in fact, admitted, that there is 
no intention to use it in this country, and that it is intended to support 
and give effect to the monopoly contract by stopping persons importing 
into England water sold in Germany with the other marks on the bottles. 
The question is whether this is right. It was argued that the contract 
with the Apollinaris Co. was one of which every purchaser abroad 
and every person who bought to import into this country must have 
notice, and that no person who took with notice could lawfully import 
into this country. It is difficult, perhaps impossible, to believe that this 
argument can prevail, and, if it can, a fetter hitherto unthought of will be 
placed on the commerce of this country. If it can prevail, it must do so 
by force of the contract and notice, and no one can use the Trade-Mark 
Act for the purpose of supporting such a course of action. The object of 
the Trade-Mark Act is to protect trade-marks—i.e., marks placed on 
goods to indicate their origin or their selection, or their importation, or 
some other trade qualification, and thereby to give information with regard 
to them to all persons trading in them; they are marks under which the 
trader trades. It may well be that in the case of new marks the inten- 
tion to use as a trade-mark may be presumed, but when it is apparent, as 
it is here by the admissions at the bar, that there is no such intention, 
but that the registration is directed to a different end, then the entry has 
(within section 90 of the Act of 1883) been made ‘‘ without sufficient 
cause,’’ and ought to be expunged. The appeal must be allowed with 
reference to this mark.—CounseL, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., Aston, Q.C., 
Warmington, Q.C., Sebastian, and F. M. Abrahams ; Rigby, Q.C., Neville, 
Q.C., and John Cutler. Soutcrrors, M. Abrahams, Son, § Co. ; Janson, Cobb, 
Pearson, § Co. ‘ 
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Mortcace—Priority—Lecat Estate Got in ny Seconp EquitTasLe Morrt- 
GAGEE—RIGHT TO HOLD AS AGAINST Prion EquiranLe MortGaGer. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, J., the main question being 
whether the defendant, an equitable mortgagee of land, was entitled to 
hold the legal estate, which he had got in, as a protection against the 
plaintiffs, who were prior equitable mortgagees of the same land. A gross 
fraud had been committed by the mortgagor. The further question was 
raised whether, assuming that the defendant was not entitled to the benefit 
of the legal estate, the plaintiffs had been guilty of such negligence as to lose 
their right to priority as the earlier mortgagees. Kay, J., decided in 
favour of the plaintiffs on both points. The facts were as follows :—In 
the year 1862 certain land was, under the will of Robert Surtees, limited 
to legal uses in strict settlement, under which R. L. Surtees and H. E. 
Surtees were successively tenants for life. The testator had conferred on 
his trustees, Maude and Wilkinson, powers of sale and mortgaging, and 
of revoking and appointing uses to carry any sale or mortgage into effect. 
In 1862 Maude and Wilkinson mortgaged some of the lands devised by the 
will to Legard, to secure £9,000. These lands included the land now in 
question, together with other property, and by some accident the title 
deeds of the land now in question remained in the custody of the Surtees 
trustees. The fact that the land in question was included in this mortgage 
seems to have been entirely forgotten, and accordingly, by a deed of the 
30th of January, 1883, Wilkinson, the then surviving trustee of the Surtees 
will, together with H. E. Surtees, the tenant for life, conveyed the land 
in question to one Toward, for valuable consideration, and Wilkinson 
covenanted in the usual way that he had done no act whereby the land was 
incumbered, except by a lease mentioned in the conveyance. On comple- 
tion Toward received the title deeds of the land in question. Toward, 
having procured this conveyance, proceeded to concocta forged deed, pur- 
porting to convey the same land to himself, in order to enable him toeffect two 
separate mortgages of it, one under the genuine and one under the forged 
title. He concocted a document which purported to be a deed dated 
November 3, 1882, and made between one Smithson and the defendant 
Russell, as trustees of the will of Samuel Smithson, Smithson (the trustee) 
as tenant for life underthat will, and Toward himself. It recited a title under 
the will of Samuel Smithson, and it purported to convey the land in ques- 
tion for valuable consideration to Toward. The parties named in this 
forgery were real persons. ‘There had been a Samuel Smithson, a testa- 
tor who was seised of an estate near the land in question. Smithson 
and Russell were the trustees of that will, and Smithson was the tenant 
for life under it. Armed with this forged instrument, Toward obtained 
£2,500 from the plaintiffs on the security ef a mortgage dated February 
15, 1883, by which Toward, deducing title from Smithson’s trustees, con- 
veyed the land to the plaintiffs ; and at the same time he deposited with 
the plaintiffs the forged deed of November 3, 1882. “In this way the 
— became possessed of a good equitable estate under Toward, the 
egal estate being in Legard. Subsequently, Toward borrowed money 
from a bank on a mortgage of the same land, deducing the true title. 
The subsisting incumbrance was, on October 20, 1887, paid off by the 
defendant Russell, and Toward thereupon executed to him a mortgage, 
deducing the true title, and deposited with him the genuine title deed of 
January 30, 1883. Down to this point the titles of both the plaintiffs 
and the defendant were equitable only. But in the year 1888 ‘Toward 
absconded, and, his smledosta coming to light, the defendant applied to 


the trustees of Legard’s will, in whom was then vested the mortgage of 
1862, to convey to him the legal estate in the land in question, and ap 
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ment was come to between the Legard trustees, Wilkinson and 
Jennings, the then Surtees trustees, and the defendant, to the effect 
that the Legard trustees, who were satisfied of the sufficiency of the other 
mortgaged property to answer their claim, should convey the legal estate 
in the land in question to the Surtees trustees, upon the express condition 
that the Surtees trustees would immediately thereafter convey the same to 
the defendant Russell. This arrangement was carried into effect by two 
deeds, the first, dated November 21, 1888, by which the Legard trustees 
conveyed the land in question unto and to the use of Wilkinson and Jen- 
nings in fee simple, to the uses, upon the trusts, and subject to the powers 
of the Surtees will, the tenant for life under the Surtees will being a party 
to this deed; the second, dated November 26, 1888, by which Wilkinson 
and Jennings conveyed the land to Russell, who thus acquired the legal 
estate which had hitherto been outstanding. 

Tue Court (Sir J. Hannen and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the 
Gecision, holding that the defendant was entitled to priority over the 
plaintiffs by virtue of the legal estate. Fry, L.J., delivered the judgment 
of the court as follows:— The defendant, being the legal owner of 
the property, is entitled to priority over the plaintiffs, who are merely 
equitable owners, unless the plaintiffs have some equity to deprive the 
defendant of that benefit. It has not been argued that the defendant has 
assisted in, or connived at, any fraud, or constituted Toward his agent, so 
as to become responsible for his fraud, but it is argued that the defendant 
procured the conveyance of the legal estate under circumstances which 
preclude him from claiming the benefit. of it in a court of equity. In 
considering this question we must bear in mind that the defendant seeks 
no assistance from equity; he takes his stand on his legal title, and the 
plaintiffs’ must fail, unless they shew an equity to deprive the defendant 
of his legal right. It has been argued, in the first place, that the 
plaintiffs, having an equitable estate prior in time to that of the defendant, 
had a right, and a better right than the defendant, to call on Wilkinson 
to assign the legal estate ; that on November 21, 1888, this right attached ; 
and that the defendant, taking the legal estate with knowledge of this 
equitable claim of the plaintiffs, cannot set it up against them. It 
is not necessary to consider whether, if ilkinson and his 
co-trustee had obtained the legal estate free from any 
trust or condition, this contention ought to prevail; they did 
not so obtain it ; it came to them from the diligence and exertions of the 
defendant, and it came to them clothed with a trust, or subject to a con- 
dition, to convey it to the defendant. Even if they ought never to have so 
taken the legal estate (which we see no reason to affirm), they could not, 
when they had taken it, refuse to perform the conditions on which they 
took it, without a gross violation of confidence and breach of good faith of 
which no equity could, in our judgment, require them to be guilty. 
Furthermore, it is plain that notice of the existence of an equity prior in 
date to that of the person who obtains the legal estate does not prevent 
that person from claiming its benefit when such notice is received, not 
before, but after, the creation of the equitable estate of him who gets in 
the legal estate. ‘‘ There is nothing more familiar,’’ said Lord Selborne, 
in expressing the opinion of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
in Blackwood vy. London Chartered Bank of Australia (L. R. 5 P. C. 3), 
‘than the doctrine of equity that a man, who has bond fide paid money 
without notice of any other title, though at the time of the payment he, 
as purchaser, gets nothing but an equitable title, may pene op get ina 
legal title if he can, and may hold it, though during the interval between 
the payment and the getting in the legal title he may have had notice of 
some prior dealing inconsistent with the good faith of the dealing with 
himself? ‘Tn every case,’’ said Lord Hatherley in Bates v. Johnson (Joh. 
314), ‘‘down to Peacock v. Burt (4 L. J. N.S. Ch. 33), which is probably 
one of the most striking of the kind, it has been held that when once a 
subsequent incumbrancer, who by advancing his money without notice of 
prior mesne incumbrances stands in an equally good — with them in 
every respect except as regards time, gets in the le; estate, he has a 
right to avail himself of that legal estate until the whole of his incum- 
brance is discharged.’’ An argument substantially the same as that which 
we have already discussed was presented by the plaintiffs’ counsel in a 
slightly different form. Wilkinson, by the deed of January 30, 1883, 
covenanted with Toward and his assigns that he had not incumbered ; in 
fact, he had incumbered, and it is urged that when he got in that incum- 
brance, and had the legal estate vested in him, he was bound to use it to 
make good, in favour of the plaintiffs as assigns of Toward, the erroneous 
representation contained in his covenant. We cannot accede to this 
argument. Wilkinson may or may not be liable in damages on his 
covenant, but he could never be called on to make it good by conveying to 
the plaintiffs an estate which he had consented to take on an express 
trast for the defendant; and, furthermore, the defendant, equally with 
the plaintiffs, was an assign of 'Toward, and seems to have had an equal equity 
with them to require Wilkinson to make good his statements. It was, 
in the next place, urged that the Surtees trustees, by taking a convey- 
ance of the legal estate to themselves, and by executing the deed of 
November 26, 1888, were committing a breach of trust, and acting in 
excess of their power to mortgage. The terms of this power are not 
before us, nor the position of the Surtees family or the interests of its 
members under the will; but it is before us that the transactions 
complained of were carried into effect by deeds, to one of which the 
tenant for life was a party. But, assuming that these acts were such as 
those who claim under the will of Mr, Surtees could complain 
of, it appears to us that they afford no assistance to the 
—. A man may come to equity and successfully say to a 
defendant, ‘* You have obtained the legal estate in breach of an equity 
which T possess, or of a trust under which I claim, and you shall not set it up 
accordingly ’’; but a plaintif® cannot rely on some breach of trust towards 
third persons, who assert no title to the estate and take no part in the 





litigation. The plaintiff, that he may deprive the defendant of the benefit 


of the legal estate, must rely on an equity of his own, not on that of a 
stranger. Some ef Jessel, M.R., in Harpham y. Shacklock (19 
Ch. D. 207, 214) was pressed upon us as inconsistent with this view. He 
there said, ‘‘ Nothing is better settled than that you cannot make use of 
the doctrine of tabula in naufragio by getting in a legal estate from a bare 
trustee, after you have received notice of a prior equitable claim.’”” The 
doctrine to which the learned judge referred we fhe eww to have been 
that more fully explained by Lord Eldon in Maundreli v. Maundrell (10 
Ves. 259-260), to the effect that, where there is a term in gross, the 
expressed object of which has been satisfied, the term is, according to the 
dectrine of equity, held upon trust for the successive equitable interests 
according to their priorities. It follows that if a subsequent equitable 
owner gets in the term with notice of the prior equity, he gets it in sub- 
ject to the equity of the prior equitable owner, and, consequently, is 
restrained from setting it up against that owner by reason of an equity 
vested, not in a third person, but in that prior equitable owner himself. 
Harpham v. Shacklock, in which Jessel, M.R., the language referred 
to, is no exception to this principle. In that case the defendants got in 
the legal estate, and set it up against the plaintiffs, who had an equity to 
prevent their so doing; fcr the legal estate was in one Peck, who had 
igned his security to the defendant Shacklock, and, not having sur- 
rendered the legal estate, held it as trustee for Shacklock, and 5S k, 
having received the plaintiffs’ money to pay off Peck, was a trustee for the 
plaintiff, so that the plaintiff, and not a stranger, had an equity to prevent 
the defendants from setting up the legal estate. ‘‘ If there is a m 
of the inheritance,’’ said Lord Eldon in Maundrell v. Maundrell (10 Ves. 
270), ‘‘and a prior mortgagee, of whose title the other has no notice, if 
the subsequent mortgagee can get in a term satisfied, or, according to the 
later cases, not satisfied, by an assignment to trustees for him, he can 
protect himself against the a incumbrancer, unless there are circum- 
stances that give that incumbrancer a better right to call for an assign- 
ment.’’ On authority, therefore, as well as on principle, we are of opinion, 
that a trust or equity, to affect the conscience of him who has got in the 
legal estate, must be a trust or equity, not in favour of some third person 
who may have no care or desire to insist upon it, but a trust or equity in 
favour of the person against whom the legal estate is set up. The defend- 
ant was a perfectly innocent holder of the equitable estate; he clothed 
himself with the legal estate without notice, in our opinion, of any equity 
in the plaintiffs to prevent his so doing, and we see, therefore, no reason 
to deprive him of the benefit he has acquired. Taking this view of the 
case it becomes needless for us to enter upon a discussion as to any question 
of negligence, or as to the relative equities of the plaintiffs and defendant. 
—CovnsgEL, Scott For ; Haldane, Q.C., and Lerett. Soxicrrors, Jliffes, Henley, 
& Sweet ; C. & 8. Harrison. 
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Ex parte EVANS, Re EVANS—C. A. No. 1, 14th November. 


Banxkruprcy—ADMINISTRATION oF Estate or Deceasep [xsotvent—Jvris- 
pictron—Dertor Resmpent anp Dytnc Anroap—Banxrvrprtcy Act, 1883, 
ss. 95, 125—Banxrvprtcy Forms, 1886, Aprexprx, Parr I., Forw No. 11. 


In this case a question arose as to the jurisdiction of the Court of 
Bankruptcy to administer the estate of a deceased insolvent debtor who 
has died abroad. Section 125 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides: ** (1) 
Any creditor of a deceased debtor whose debt would have been suffi- 
cient to support a 'y petition against such debtor had he been 
alive, may present to the court a petition in the ibed form i 
for an order for the ini ion of the estate of the deceased 
according to the law of bankruptcy. (10) Unless the context otherwise re- 
quires, ‘ court’ in this section means the court within the jurisdiction of 
which the debtor resided or carried on business for the greater part of 
the six months immediately prior to his decease. (11) General rules for 
carrying into effect the provisions of this section may be made in the 
manner and to the like effect and extent as in y.”” Section 
95 provides : ‘‘ (1) If the debtor against or by whom a cy petition 
is presented has resided or carried on business within the bank- 
ruptcy district as defined by this Act for the greater part of the six 
months immediately preceding the tation of the petition, or fora 
longer period during those six months than in the district of any county 
court, or is not resident in England, or if the petitioning creditor is 
unable to ascertain the residence of the debtor, the petition be pre- 
sented to the High Court."” By Part I. of the Appendix to the Bank- 
ruptey Rules, 1886, Form No. 11 is prescribed for a *‘ creditor's petition 
for administration of estate of deceased debtor under section 125.” 
This form contains the following 
deceased deDtor) ‘* for the greater part 
his decease resided [or carried on business] at 
trict of this court [or, as the case may be, following the terms of section 95).” 
In the present case a creditor presented in the Queen’s Bench Division a 
petition for the administration in bankruptey of the estate of a debtor 
who had pete Africa. He was Bt domicttod is means B 

eriod of considerably more than mont immediately prior 
death he had lived in Africa, where he had carried on the business of a 
merchant. His wife and children lived in England. The petition 
opposed by the widow of the deceased, who was 
desired to retain the assets in. satisfaction of a debt due b 
to herself. It was objected that, by reason of the 
10 of section 125, the court had ho Jurisdiction—that the context af seo- 
tion ae SS ee “the court’ be 
than as meaning “ the court within the j 


. 
; 
: 
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resided or carried on business for the greater part of the six months 
immediately prior to his death,”” and there was no such court in Eng- 
land. The registrar was of opinion that, having regard to section 95, 
the High Court had jurisdiction. 

Tue Covet (Lord Esuer, M.R.,and Lrypiey and Lorrs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Lord Esuer, M.R., was of opinion that the words ‘* unless 
the context otherwise requires ’’ in sub-section 10 of section 125 could not 
be limited to the context of section 125 itself. He thought they extended 
to the context of the whole Act. Then, turning to section 95, it was 
provided that, when a debtor petitioned against was not resident in England, 
the petition should be presented to the High Court. Again, Form No. 11 
in the appendix tothe rules, which was the form prescribed for carrying out 
the provisions of section 125, shewed that the framers of the rules 
supposed that section 125 would include cases which fell within section 95. 
The debtor in the present case was clearly within section 95, and, if the 
word ‘“‘ context”’ in section 125 meant the context of the whole Act, the 
present case was one in which the context clearly required that the 
*‘court’’ should mean the ‘‘ High Court,’’ and that the petition for 
administration should be presented to that court. Consequently, that 
court had jurisdiction to make the order. Liyviey and Loprs, L.JJ., 
concurred.—CovunseL, J. Rutherford and Frenk Evans; Dr. Commins and 
J. Rentoul Soxtcrrors, Hamlin, Grammer, & Hamlin, for Wills §& Harper, 
Liverpool ; Ridsdale § Son, for R. Steinforth, Liverpool. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re McGOWAN, McGOWAN +. MURRAY—C. A. No. 2, 18th December. 


Soricrron—Costs—Taxation—Scate Fee ror Necotratine Sate —SALe 
stRsEcT To Sanction or Covrt—Sorictrors’ Remuneration Orver, 1882, 
Scnepute I., Part I., x. 11. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, J. (ante, p. 38). The 
trustees of real estate, which was the subject of the action, pending the 
action, entered into negotiations through their solicitor for the sale of the 
property, and he obtained from a bank an offer to purchase it, and an 
agreement was entered into for the sale to the bank conditionally upon the 
sanction of the court being obtained. The solicitor procured evidence to 
shew the fairness and propriety of the price offered by the bank, in- 
clading affidavits by two skilled valuers, and the sale was sanctioned by 
the court. On taxing the costs the taxing master allowed the costs of 
obtaining the sanction of the court, but he disallowed the scale fee pre- 
scribed by the Remuneration Order, which the solicitor claimed for nego- 
tiating the sale. A summons was taken out to review the taxation. Kay, 
J., affirmed the taxing master’s decision. Rule 11 in Part I. of Schedule 
I. to the Remuneration Order provides that ‘‘the scale for negotiating 
shall apply in cases where the solicitor of a vendor or purchaser arranges 
the sale or purchase, and the price and terms and conditions thereof, and 
no commission is paid by the client to en auctioneer, or estate or other 
agent.”’ Kay, J., said that “‘arrange*’ meant finally arrange; the scale 
fee for negotiating was to apply when the solicitor made a complete con- 
tract himself, unaided by anyone else. In the present case the solicitor 
did not make a final arrangement, for that could not be done without the 
sanction of the court. The bank was not bound until the court sanctioned 
the price, and until then there was no complete contract. The word 
“ arrange’ in rule 11 meant that the negotiation must be a perfectly com- 
plete one, resulting in a binding contract, and the scale fee did not apply 
unless the solicitor carried out the negotiations himself without assistance. 

Tue Cover (Lixpiex, Bowex, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Lasptzxr, LJ., said that the taxing master appeared to have thought 
that the «ale fee could never apply to a sale under the direction 
of the court. In his lordship’s opinion there was a little confusion of 
thought as to the meaning of the word “negotiation.” What was the 
business of a solicitor who had the conduct of a sale in court as a ‘* nego- 
tiator”’? His lordship could not understand that it was anything more 
than thie—to obtain all the terms and conditions, including the price, 
which were to be laid before the court. It was his business to ‘‘ negotiate ”’ 
that; it was not his business, as negotiator, to see to the performance of 
the terms and conditions. But, when he had drawn up and finally settled 
the peals which were to be laid before the court for its approval, this 

i that part of the business which could properly be called negotia- 
tion. If, in the cours of doing that; he hennel his client, or the client 

id, or became liable to pay, any commission to an auctioneer, estate 
or other agent, then the scale fee was not applicable. If this view was 
right, his lordship thought that the solicitor in the present case did, 
within the meaning of rule 11, as the solicitor of the vendor, “ arrange”’ 
the sale, and the price and the terms and conditions thereof—that is, he 
brought the parties to a point. That was the ‘ negotiation,” and the 
rule ied. It was, however, argued that the solicitor was excluded 
from the scale fee by the latter part of the rule, “‘ and no commission is 
paid by the client to an auctioneer or extate or other agent.”’ That must 
mean ** paid o payable by the client.” What the solicitor had done in 
this case he stated thus: “I negotiated the «le, but I knew perfectly 
well that, in order that the condition of obtaining the approval of the 
court should be performed, I must obtain evidence to satisfy the court 
that it was a proper sale, and therefore 1 paid the fees to tine valuers, not 
as part A the negotiation,”’ and he Aaimed the seale fee plus the fees paid 
to the valucrs. In his lordship’s opinion this daim was well founded. 
The « ms of the valucrs was Obtained, not as part of the negotiation of 
the sale, but for the purpose A performing the condition that the approval 
A the court was to be obtained. Bowes, LJ., comenrred, ie wail 


that the court was not considering 4 case in which the vale had gone 
Al; what he said applicd only to a case in which a wile had been 





effected, in which the negotiation with the agent had terminated in a 
sale. The rule laid down two conditions upon which alone the scale fee 
for ‘‘ negotiating ’’ was to apply—an affirmative condition and a negative 
condition. ‘The first was, the solicitor must have arranged the sale or 
purchase, and the price and the terms and conditions thereof. The second 
was, that the client must not have paid any commission to an auctioneer 
or an estate or other agent. Both conditions must have been fulfilled. The 
second must mean that the client must not have paid, or have been made 
liable in law to pay, any commission. The rule could not have been 
intended to apply only to cases in which the solicitor had power to 
complete a contract for sale as well as to complete the negotiation. The 
tule, therefore, meant that the solicitor ‘‘arranged’’ the sale if he 
brought the negotiation to a close which left his principal free to 
accept the offer or not, and if the principal did accept, the solicitor 
had done all that a negotiating agent could do, and had ‘‘arranged”’ 
the sale which was afterwards effected. The argument was that 
the sale could not be ‘‘arranged”’ if the principal took time to 
consult a third person, for instance, his wife. That was absurd. 
And, if the sale would be completely ‘‘arranged’’ by the solicitor, 
even if his principal, before accepting the offer, took time to consult a 
third person, it must equally be “‘ arranged,’’ as regarded the solicitor, if, 
before it could be carried out, it was necessary to obtain the sanction of 
the court. His lordship thought it clear that the solicitor had 
‘‘arranged’’ the sale, if he had done all which an agent appointed to 
negotiate could do. As.to the other condition, in his lordship’s 
opinion no commission had been paid by the client. The fees to the 
valuers had not been paid by the solicitor on behalf of the client to any- 
one as an agent; they had been paid to obtain expert evidence of value 
for the information of the court. Fry, L.J., concurred, adding that the 
court was not dealing with a case in which the judge had refused to 
approve of the terms which had been settled by the solicitor. There 
might possibly be cases in which it would be truly said that the judge 
in chambers had ‘‘arranged’’ the terms and conditions of sale. About 
such cases his lordship would say nothing. Here the judge had adopted 
without alteration the terms settled by the solicitor.—Covunse., Sir H. 
Davey, Q.C., and Davenport; Levett, Soxrcrrors, Cunliffes §& Davenport ; 
Bower, Cotton, §& Bower. 


EARL OF AYLESFORD +. EARL POULETT—C. A. No. 2, 
¢ 20th December. 
So.iciror—Costs—TAxaTIon—Sca.Le Fee—Mortreace—Fvurtuer Cuarcr— 
Previous InvestiGation or TiTLe ry sAME Soricrrorn—Souicrrons’ - Ke- 
MUNERATION OrnpeER, 1882, Scnepute I., Parr I., xr. 10 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. (ante, p. 38). The 
question was as to the operation of rule 10 in Part I. of Schedule I. to the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Order. That rule provides that the scale as to 
mortgages ‘‘is to apply to transfers of mortgages where the title is 
investigated, but not to transfers where the title was investigated by the 
same solicitor on the original mortgage, or in any previous transfer ; and 
it is not to apply to further charges, where the title has been so previously 
investigated. As to such transfers and further charges, the remuneration is 
to be regulated according to the present system as altered by Schedule IT. 
hereto.”” In the present case the tenant for life of settled estates had 
created a number of charges on his life interest, for sums amounting in 
the whole to £192,000, and these charges had all become vested in the 
trustees of an insurance company. A private Act was passed which 
empowered the trustees of the settlement to raise sums, not exceeding in 
the whole £350,000, by mortgaging the settled estates in fee, for the 
purpose of paying the debts of the tenant for life, who owed other debts 
besides the £192,000. In exercise of this power the trustees executed a 
mortgage of the estates in fee to the trustees of the same insurance com- 
pany, to secure a sum of £232,000 yoy to be advanced by them. 
The mortgage deed contained a recital that all the charges on the life 
estate had been satisfied and released, and the deed was expressed 
to be made in consideration of £232,000 ‘“‘now paid’? by the 
mortgagees to the trustees of the settlement. The charges on the 
life interest were released by a separate deed, and the sum of 
£192,000 was in fact retained by the company in satisfaction of 
those charges, only the balance of £40,000 being paid to the trustees of the 
settlement. A little more than a year afterwards the tenant for life died, 
without any issue male, and his younger brother thereupon became, under 
the limitations of the settlement, tenant for life in possession of the settled 
estates. He brought this action against the trustees of the settlement, 
Claiming an account of all moneys come to the hands of the defendants 
as trustees for the purposes of the Act or of the settlement, and an order 
was made directing an account to be taken of those moneys and of the 
application thereof by the defendants. In pursuance of this order the 
defendants brought their accounts into chambers, and they claimed as 
part of their discharge a bill of costs in relation to the mortgage for 
£252,000 which they had paid to the solicitors of the insurance company. 
This bill included a sum of £450, the scale fee prescribed by Schedule I. to 
the Remuneration Order for a mortgagee’s solicitor in rfSpect of a mort- 
gage for £232,000. The chief clerk requested the taxing master to tax and 
settle this bill, to assist him in making proper allowances in respect thereof 
in taking the accounts of the trustees. The taxing master held that the 
mortgage for £232,000 was in substance only a further charge for £40,000, 
and that the title had already been investigated by the same solicitors, 
and, consequently, that the mortgagees’ solicitors were not entitled to any 
scale fee, but that their remuneration must be regulated by Schedule 11. 
But, with the assent of the plaintiff, the taxing master allowed the de- 
fendants £145, the scale fee corresponding to £40,000, which was, in hiv 
judgment, much more than would be allowed if items were brought in 
under Schedule If. North, J., affirmed the view of the taxing master 
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Tue Court (Linptey, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Liyviey, L.J., said that the question raised was one of some importance 
to solicitors. One mortgage was paid off by means of money raised by 
another. In pursuance of the statutory power the trustees of the settle- 
ment raised £232,000 by a mortgage of the settled estates in fee, and 
applied £192,000 in paying off the charges on the life estate. To that 
extent no money passed in the shape of cash ; only £40,000 was actually 
advanced in cash by the insurance company. The taxing master and the 
judge had held that the mortgagees’ solicitors were not entitled to the 
scale fee upon £232,000, but only upon £40,000. The question turned on 
the construction of rule10. The taxing master proceeded on the theory 
that the mortgage was a ‘‘ further charge ’’ within the meaning of rule 10 
‘upon property the title to which had been investigated by the same solicitor 
on the original mortgage. It could not be contended that the transaction 
was a ‘‘ transfer.’’ No doubt the title to the property had been investi- 
gated down to a certain point, but the question was whether the mortgage 
could be considered a ‘‘ further charge.’’ In his lordship’s opinion it could 
not: He did not wish to sacrifice substance to form, but he thought this 
was really a new mortgage under the statutory power, and that it could 
not be treated as a further charge. It was not a mortgage of the same 
property as the original mortgage, and it was not made by the same 
parties. It was made by the trustees, not by the tenant for life, and it 
was nothing but a new mortgage. Only £40,000 was advanced in cash, 
but that did not make the mortgage a further charge. Bowen, L.J., said 
that the rule was affirmative as well as negative, and in order that this 
case should be within it it must be brought within the latter part as a 
‘‘ further charge.’’ This it was not. Fry, L.J., said that if the court 
had had a discretion as to the taxation he was not sure that he should not 
have agreed with tbe taxing master. But under section 7 of the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act the court had no discretion. That section said that 
‘‘as long as any General Order under this Act is in operation the taxation 
of bills of costs of solicitors shall be regulated thereby.’’ He that 
this mortgage was not a further charge.—CovunseL, Napier Higgins, Q.C., 
and Dauney ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and W. C.* Druce. Soxrcrrors, Kaye § 
Guedalla ; Bennett, Dawson, & Bennett. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Liverroot Law Stvupents’ Assoctation.—Dec. 22—Mr. F. Archer in the 
chair.—A debate was held on the following subject :—‘‘ Whilst A. is 
lunching at an hotel as B.’s guest, his hat and coat, which he had hung 
up in the place provided for them, are stolen. Neither A. nor B. are 
staying at the hotel. Can A. recover damages from the proprietor of the 
hotel for the loss of his hat and coat?’’ Mr. H. Todd opened in the 
affirmative, which was also supported by Messrs. E. W. Pierce, H. 
McMaster, Rutherford, and the secretary. Mr. F. R. Martin opened in 
the negative, which was also supported by Messrs. R. B. Hughes, E. 
Lloyd, and H. Glover. The question was decided in the affirmative by a 
majority of eleven. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE COMPANIES (WINDING UP) ACT, 18go. 
GeneraL Ruies MApE Pursvant To Section 26 or THE Comranrss (WINDING 
Up) Acr, 1890. 
(Concluded from p. 143.) 
Orrtcta, Recervers, AND Boarp or Trape. 


162. Amrit) (1.) Judicial notice shall be taken of the appoint- 
ment of the Official Receivers appointed by the Board of Trade. 

(2.) When the Board of Trade appoints any officer to act as deputy for 
or in the place of an Official Receiver, notice thereof shall be given by 
letter to the Court to which such Official Receiver is or was attached. 
The letter shall specify the duration of such acting appointment. 

(3.) Any person so appointed shall, during his tenure of office, have all 
the status, rights, and powers, and be subject to all the liabilities of an 
Official Receiver. : 

163, Removal.) (1.) Where an Official Receiver is removed from his 
office by the Board of Trade, notice of the order removing him shall be 
communicated by letter to the Court to which the Official Recciver was 
attached, 

164, Personal performance of duties.) The Board of Trade may, by 
general or special directions, determine what acts or duties of the Official 
Receiver in relation to the winding up of companies are to be performed 
by him in person, and in what cases he may discharge his functions 
through the agency of his clerks or other persons in his regular employ, 
or under his official control. ; 

165, Assistant Official —— An Assistant Official Receiver, ap- 
pointed by the Board of Trade, shall be an officer of the Court, like the 
Official Receiver to whom he is assistant, and, subject to the directions of 
the Board of Trade, he may represent the Official Receiver in all proceed- 
ings in Court, or in any administrative or other matter, Judicial notice 
shall be taken of the appointment of an Assistant Oficial Receiver, and he 
may be removed in the same manner as is provided in the case of an 
Official Receiver, 


Receiver any officer of the Board of Trade duly authorized for the pur- 
pose by the Board of Trade, and any clerk of the Official Receiver dul 
authorized by him in writing, may leave of the Court act on be 

of the Official Receiver, and take part for him in any public or other 
examination and in any uno application to the Court. 

167. Duties where no assets.] Where a company against whom a wind- 
ing-up order has been made has no available assets, the Official Receiver 
shall not be required to incur any in relation to the winding up 
without the express directions of the of Trade. 

168. Accounting by Official Ss (1.) Where a Liquidator is 

inted by the Court, the Official Receiver shall account to the 

iquidator. 

(2.) If the Liquidator is dissatisfied with the account or any part 
thereof, he may report the matter to the Board of Trade, who shall take 
such action (if any) thereon as it may deem expedient. 

(3.) The provisions of these Rules as to Liquidators and their accounts 
shall not apply to the Official Receiver when he is Liquidator, but he 
shall account in such manner as the Board of Trade may from time to 
time direct. 

169. Official Receiver to act for Board of Trade where. no committee of in- 
spection.| Where there is no committee of i tion any functions of the 
committee of inspection which devolve on the Board of Trade may, sub- 
ject to the directions of the Board, be exercised by the Official Receiver. 

170. Appeals from Board of Trade and Official Receiver.| An appeal in 
the High Court against a decision of the Board of Trade, or an appeal to 
the Court from an act or decision of the Official Receiver, shall be 
brought within 21 days from the time when the decision or act appealed 
against is done, pronounced, or made. 

171. Applications under s. 25 (2) of Act of 1890.] (1.) An application by 
the Board of Trade to the Court to examine on oath the Liquidator or 
any other person pursuant to section 25 of the Companies (Winding Up) 
Act, 1890, shall be made er parte, and shall be supported by a report te 
the Court filed with the proceedings, stating the circumstances in which 
the application is made. 

(2.) The report may be signed by any person duly authorized to sign 
documents on behalf of the Board of Trade ; and shall for the purposes of 
such application be primd facie evidence of the statements therein con- 
tained. 


Spectra, Manacen. 
172. Accounts. Form 85.] Every Special: Manager shall account to the 
Official Receiver, and such Special Manager’s accounts shall be verified by 
affidavit, and, when approved by the Official Receiver, the totals of 
the receipts and payments shall be added to the Official Receiver’s accounts. 


ATTENDANCE AND APPEARANCE OF Parties, &c. 


173. Attendance at procecdings.] Every —— for the time being on the 
list of contributories of the company and every person whose proof has 
been admitted shall be a liberty, at his own expense, to attend proceed- 
ings, and shall be entitled, upon payment of the costs occasioned thereby, to 
have notice of all such proceedings as he shall by written request desire 
to have notice of ; but if the Court shall be of opinion that the attendance 
of any such person w any proceedings has occasioned any additional 
costs which ought not to be borne by the funds of the company, he may 
direct such costs, ora gross sum in lieu thereof, to be paid by such person ; 
and such person shall not be entitled to attend any farther proceedings 
until he has paid the same. 

174. Solicitor of Liquidator]. Where the attendance of the Liquidator’s 
solicitor is required on any proceeding in Court or Chambers, the Liquida- 
tor need not attend in person, except in cases where his presence is 
necessary in addition to that of his solicitor, or the Court directs him to 
attend. 

MiscELLannous MATTErs. 
175. Board of Trade orders, §e.] The Board of Trade may from time to 
time issue general orders or regulations for the purpose of re any 
matters under the Act or these Rules which are of an administrative and 
not of a judicial neg Judicial fe ppg be taken of any quae 
orders or regulations which are prin’ iy en's printers, and pur- 
port to be issued under the authority of the Board of Trade 
176. Enlargement or abridgment of time.] The Court may, in any cas in 
which it shall see fit, extend or abri the time appointed by these 
Rules or fixed by any order of the Court for doing any act or taking any 
proceeding. 
177. Formal defect not to invalidate proceedings.] (1.) No proceeding under 
the Acts shall be invalidated by any formal defect or by any irregularity, 
unless the Court before which an objection is made to the proceeding is 
of opinion that substantial injustice has been caused by the defect or 
irregularity, and that the injustice cannot be remedied by any orler of that 
Cowrt, 
(2.) No defect or irregularity in the appointment or election of a Receiver, 
Liquidator, or member of a committee of Inspection shall vitiate any act 
dene by him in good faith, 
178. Application of existing procedure] Tn all proceedings in or before the 
Court, or any Judge or officer thereof, or over which the Court has juris- 
diction under the Acts and Rules, where no other provision is made 
by the Acts or these Rules, the .» and 
shall, unless the Court otherwise in any. s case directs, in the H 
Court and Stannaries Court be in ‘accordance with the Rules af 
Supreme Court and of the High Court, and in a County Court 
and Palatine Court in accordance, as far as practicable, with the exi 

proceedings 


Rules and tice of the Court in for the administration 





W6. Power of officers of Board of Trade and Oftcial Receivers’ clerks in 
certain cases to act for Official Receivers.) Tn the absence of the Official 





assets by the Court. 
179, Tetitions in Liverpes? and Manchester Distric! Registries.) The pro- 
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visions of Rule 2 of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1887, relating to 
petitions in the District Registries of Liverpool and Manchester, shall 
apply to petitions presented in those Registries under the Acts and these 
Rules. 





180. Rules under Order of 1862 not to apply in compulsory windings up 
after December 31, ag The Rules contained in the General Order of 
the Court of Chancery of 1862 and the Forms prescribed by such Rules, 
shall from and after the commencement of these Rules cease to have effect 
or apply in the winding up of any company wound up under the order 
of the Court where the winding-up order is made after the 31st of Decem- 
ber 1890. (Signed) Hatssvry C. 

I concur. 
(Signed) M. E. Hicxs Beacu, 
President of the Board of Trade. 

The 29th of November 1890. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Atnert Epwarp Sxapranp, solicitor (of the firm of J. T. Shapland 
&Son), of South Molton, has been appointed a Justice of the Peace for the 
borough of South Molton. Mr. Shapland was admitted a solicitor in 
January, 1876. He is a commissioner for affidavits and affirmations in the 
Court of the Vice-Warden of the Stannaries of Cornwall and Devon, a 
commissioner for oaths, and a perpetual commissioner. 


Mr. Corevnorn, Q.C., has been appointed County Court Judge 
for the county Down, in place of Mr. Lefroy, Q.C., who has resigned. 
Mr. Colquhoun was called to the bar in 1867. 


Mr. James Isuerwoop, solicitor, of Bury, has been appointed Clerk to 
the Rural Sanitary Authority. Mr. Isherwood was admitted a solicitor in 
July, 1884, and is clerk to the guardians and superintendent registrar. 


Mr. Epcar Kempson, solicitor (of the firm of Knight, Saunders, & 
Kempson), of Farnham, has been appointed Clerk to the Crondall School 
Board. Mr. Kempson was admitted a solicitor in March, 1886. 


Mr. Gronrce Butter Kennett, solicitor, of Norwich, has been 
appointed Town Clerk, Clerk to the River Yare Commissioners, and Clerk 
to the Conservators of Mousehold Heath. Mr. Kennett was admitted a 
solicitor in Easter Term, 1864. He is also clerk to the justices, a notary 
public, and a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Srxciam Tratz1, solicitor (of the firm of Johns & Traill), of Bland- 
ford, has been appointed Clerk to the Blandford Local Board. Mr. 
Traill was admitted a solicitor in Easter Term, 1859. He is clerk to the 
justices of petty sessions, clerk to the Highway Board, superintendent 

i , registrar of the county court, clerk to the guardians, a com- 
missioner for oaths, and a perpetual commissioner. 

Mr. Hexry Cusoanes, solicitor, of Derby, has been appointed Deputy- 
Coroner. Mr. Cummings was admitted a solicitor in May, 1880, and is a 
commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Liewettys Hvou Jones, solicitor (of the firm of Evan Morris & 
Co.), of Wrexham, has been appointed a Notary Public. Mr. Jones was 
admitted a solicitor in May, 1885. He is official receiver for Chester. 


Mr. Epwarp Wottastox Napm Kyocxer, solicitor (of the firm of E. W. 
& V. Knocker), of Dover, has been appointed Deputy Clerk of the Peace 
for Dover, and also a Notary Public. Mr. Knocker was admitted a 
solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1860. He is town clerk of Dover, registrar 
of the Court of Record, registrar of the Cinque Ports, registrar of the 
Court of Admiralty, clerk to the commissioners of taxes, clerk and 
registrar to the St. James’s Burial Board, a commissioner for oaths, and a 
perpetual commis«ioner. 

Mr. Atrxep Procter, solicitor, of York, has been appointed a 
Notary Public. Mr. Procter was admitted a solicitor in July, 1882, and 
is under-sheriff for York and a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Joux Ginsox Yount, F.S.8., solicitor (of the firm of Chartres & 
Youll), has been appointed Clerk of the Peace for Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. Mr. Youll was admitted a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1866, and is 
a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Fervreicx Newrox Tweevare, solicitor (of the firm of Tweedale, 
Sons, & Lees), of Oldham, has been appointed Joint-Registrar of the 
Oldham County Court with his brother, Mr. Charles Thomas Tweedale, 
who has hitherto acted as registrar. Mr. Tweedale was admitted a 
solicitor in May, 1479, and is a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Hexny Cuantes Crane, solicitor (of the firm of Clarke & Sons), of 
Shrewsbury, has been appointed Town Clerk of Shrewsbury. Mr. Clarke 
was admitted 4 solicitor in Hilary Term, 1871. He is clerk of the peace 
for the borough and a commissioner for oaths. 

Mr. Cusastornen Vuxeny Butnoman, solicitor (of the firm of Square, 
Bridgman, Bond, & Pearce), of Tavistock, has been appointed Registrar 
to the H Court of Judicature for the Stonchouse district of Devon- 
wire a Registrar of the Stonchouse County Court district. Mr. 
Bridgman has, in consequence of theme appointments, resigned the 
registrarship of the Tavistock County Court district and of the clerkship 
to the justices of Piymonth, which offices he has held for twenty-three 
and eight years respectively. Mr. ag a was admitted a solicitor in 

Term, 1863, and has for wme time held the position of clerk to 
the Tamar and Piym Viehery Board. He is a commissioner for cathe. 





Mr. Henry Wo. Micuetmore, solicitor, of Exeter, has been appointed 
Clerk to the County Justices. Mr. Michelmore was admitted a solicitor 
in November, 1887, after having passed the final examination with 
honours. 


Mr. Joun Seymour Moss, solicitor (of the firm of Moss, Lowe, & Co.), 
of Hull, has been appointed Clerk to the Cottingham Local Board and 
Solicitor to the Hull and Barnsley Railway Co. Mr. Moss was admitted a 
solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1868, and is a perpetual commissioner. 


Mr. Wittram Sez, B.A., solicitor, of 5, York-buildings, Adelphi, 
W.C., and Chiswick, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Smee was admitted a solicitor in June, 1884. 


Mr. GeorcE Crow, solicitor, of Maidstone, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Crow was admitted a solicitor in July, 1883. 


Mr. Watrer Cuarzes TownsenD, solicitor, of Hull, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Townsend was admitted a solicitor in 
October, 1884. 


Mr. Henry Jonn Wurrenzap, solicitor (of the firm of Henry John 
Whitehead & Son), of Cambridge, has been appointed Treasurer to the 
Urban Sanitary Authority. Mr. Whitehead was admitted a solicitor in 
Michaelmas Term, 1850. He is treasurer to the borough of Cambridge and 
a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Frepertck Epwarp Wuirrtvck, solicitor (of the firm of Fox & 
Whittuck), of Bristol, has been appointed Clerk to the Highway Board 
and Clerk to the Visiting Justices. Mr. Whittuck was admitted a solicitor 
in Easter Term, 1872. He is clerk to the justices, vestry clerk, and a com- 
missioner for oaths. 

Mr. Martin Srvrrarp, solicitor, of Colne, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Stuttard was admitted a solicitor in October, 
1883. 

Mr. Epwarp Jongs Davies, solicitor, of 11, New-court, Carey-street, 
W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Davies was 
admitted a solicitor in August, 1883. 


Mr. James Moore, solicitor, of 126, Gresham House, Old Broad-street, 
E.C., and Southport, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Moore was admitted a solicitor in July, 1884. 

Mr. Sreruen Rosert Joun Exanp, solicitor, of 4, Trafalgar-square, 
W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Eland was 
admitted a solicitor in November, 1882. 

Mr. Ausert CHARLES ALLERTON, solicitor, of Longton, Staffordshire, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Allerton was admitted a 
solicitor in August, 1884. 

Mr. Wiiuram Davies GeorGe, solicitor (of the firm of Davies George & 
Co.), of Haverfordwest, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. George was admitted a solicitor in July, 1877, and is deputy clerk of 
the peace for the county of Pembroke. 

Mr. Wiiu1am Mvsxkerry Trison, solicitor, of 392, Strand, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tilson was admitted a solicitor 
in Hilary Term, 1869. 

Mr. Josern Samvet Rvsrnsrern, solicitor (of the firm "of Leggatt, 
Rubinstein, & Co.), of 5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths in matters depending fin the Courts 
of the Colony of the Bahamas. Mr. Rubinstein was admitted a solicitor in 
August, 1876. He is a commissioner for oaths, a perpetual commissioner, 
a commissioner for oaths and for taking acknowledgments for New Zea- 
land, and a commissioner for oaths for South Australia. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Ernest Atkinson, solicitor (of the firm of Atkinson & Son), 
of Doncaster, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Atkinson 
was admitted a solicitor in November, 1884. 


Mr. Cuar.es Suzrtey Watson, solicitor, of Birmingham, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Watson was admitted a solicitor 
in August, 1876. 

Mr. Tuomas Barnincuam, solicitor, of Barnard Castle and Middlcton-in- 
Teesdale, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Barning- 
ham was admitted a solicitor in October, 1884. 


Mr. Jostan Rees, F.R.A.S., barrister, has received the honour of 
Knighthood. Sir Josiah Rees is the second son of Mr. Josiah Rees, 
of London, merchant. He was educated at the London University 
School and at University College, and was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple on the 21st of November, 1851. He is Chief Justice of Bermuda, 
jndge of the Vice-Admiralty Court, and vice-president of the council. 
He acted as revising barrister on the South Wales Circuit from 1865 to 
1877. 

Mr. Cuantes Joun Fourertr, B.C.L., M.A. Oxon, solicitor, has been ap- 
pointed a Companion of the Order of the Bath. Mr. Follett was admitted 
a solicitor in Easter Term, 1864. He practised at Exeter for many years 
and was mayor of that town. . He was elected a°member of the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society in 1873, and is still a member of that body. 
He is solicitor to her Majesty's Customs, 


Mr. Enwanp Lovontin O'’Matiey, M.A. Trinity College, Cambridge, 
barrister, has received the honour of Knighthood. Mr. ©’Malley was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple on the 26th of January, 
1866, and is Chief Justice of the Straits Settlements. Sir Edward 
O'Malley is the eldest son of the late Mr. Peter Frederick O'Malley, 
Q.C., a bencher of the Middle Temple. He was Attorney-General for 
Jamaica from 1876 to 1879. He was appointed Attorney-General for 






‘tet BD eee =O 


a han eee ee ee -_ TF 


a oo > eet Oe 


x= 


al bate. 


OC ee 


a= 


Dew 


Cee ea 








mr Re 


ae 


7 ee &s 


we oo CC 







a 





-at Newington. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








"> 


(Vol. 35.] ..159 


an 
a 








Hong Kong in November, 1879. He practised on the Northern Circuit, 
and is the joint-author of Reports of Judges’ Decisions on Election 
Petitions. 

Mr. Cuartes Arnruur Lawrence, M.A., solicitor (of the firm of Hay- 
garth & Lawrence), of Cirencester, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Lawrence was admitted a solicitor in June, 1883. 


Sir Henry James Burrorp-Hancock, barrister, has been appointed a 
Companion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George. Sir Henry 


is the son of Mr. Henry Hancock, at one time President of the | 


Royal College of Surgeons. He was born on the 20th of November, 
1839, and was educated at Eton. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1866. He was appointed Chief 
Justice and Judge of the Vice-Admiralty Court of Gibraltar in 
1882, in which year he received the honour of knighthood. He 
acted as district judge of Jamaica from 1876 to 1878, and Attorney- 
General and member of the Executive Council of the Leeward Islands in 
1878 and 1879. He was Chancellor of the Diocese of Antigua in 1878, and 
Chief Justice and Judge of the Vice-Admiralty Court of the Leeward 
Islands and Commissioner of the Incumbered Estates Court of Antigua 
and Montserrat from 1879 to 1882. He was administrator of the govern- 
ment of the Leeward Islands in 1881, and in the same year he assumed, by 
royal licence, the additional surname of Burford. 


Mr. Henry Apams Apxrn, solicitor (of the firm of Sanderson, Holland, 
& Adkin), of 4¢, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., has been appointed by the 
High Court ot Calcutta a Commissioner throughout England to take 
Affidavits and Acknowledgments of Married Women. Mr. Adkin practised 
for several years in Calcutta, where for some time he acted as solicitor to 
the Government of India. He was admitted a solicitor in England in 
February, 1888. 


Mr. Davin Mat, solicitor (of the firm of Blackburn & Main), of Carlisle, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Main was admitted a 
solicitor in August, 1884, and is solicitor and clerk to the Holme Eden 
Burial Board. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoLutions. ‘ 


Joun Bowtie and E. Tuzopore Hirst, solicitors (Bowling & Hirst), 
of Leeds. Dec. 17. The business will be continued by the said John 
Bowling. [ Gazette, Dec. 23. 

Henry JAmMEs Gorpon Ross and Frepertc Doveras Norman, solicitors 
(Ross & Douglas Norman and Gordon Ross & Douglas Norman), of 4, 
New-court, Carey-street, and 8, Drapers’-gardens, London, and 5, 
Vernon-street, West Kensington. Dec. 20. [ Gazette, Dec. 26. 





GENERAL. 


The Paris correspondent of the Times records the death of M. Emile 
Durier, a leading Paris advocate. Under the Empire he defended 
political prisoners, and was himself once prosecuted for a Republican 
demonstration. In 1876 he presided over a committee of jurists who 
resisted the arbitrary measures of the Broglie Cabinet, and this year he 
defended one of the Russian Nihilists. 

Sir Peter Edlin is seriously indisposed, and some time must necessarily 
clapse before he will be in a position to resume his judicial duties. Sir 
Peter sat throughout the Long Vacation, and thirteen months have passed 
since he last had leave of absence. Thirty-six sessions, or adjourned 
sessions, for the County of London, at each of which he has presided, have 
been held in the present year—viz., twenty-four at Clerkenwell and twelve 
he business at Newington occupied fifty-five days this 
year, and in addition there have been sittings for the hearing of assess- 
ment and other appeals. 


The Law Quarterly Review in the issue for January says, “‘We do not 
think the profession will be thankful for the change in the official style of 
the Law Reports, The incorporation of the date in the reference is well 
meant ; but the importance of making references short and simple appears 
to have been overlooked. And the Council of Law Reporting have lost 
the opportunity of effecting an improvement often ur upon them, the 
separation of the Court of Appeal cases from cases decided in courts of 
first instance, of which latter far too many are reported. The general 
management of the Law Reports has been anything but satisfactory for 
some years past, and we see no signs of mending. ” 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rora or Reaisrrars in ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Arrrat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
2 No, 2 Currry, Norrn. 
Wednesday, January ...... 7 Myr. Boal Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
TREE is cissecscsce cicsan 8 Pugh ' Leach Clowes 
MUEEEET ichissishcncerceanisyeresice 0 Bea! Godfrey Jackson 
Bat My pescddecadinnidGnaibor 10 Pugh Leach Clowes 
Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srmuine. Kexewien, Rowen, 
Wednesday, January ......7 Mr. Carrington Mr. Rolt Mr. Wand 
fame Ca — Farmer Pemberton 
. Sa ee i) Currington Rolt Ward 
ROUT siisadsecistosetissnrenee 10 Lavie Farmer Pemberton 





HILARY SITTINGS, 1891. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Apveau Covrt, I. 
Final and inter! appeals from the 
Queen’s Bench Di the Probate, 
Divoree, and Admi Division (Ad- 
miralty), and the Queen’s Bench Division 
Sitting in Bankruptcy. 

‘App motns ex pte 1 
mots — apps 5 ge 
Mon., Jan. 12( made oninterlocutory mots 
and Q B new trial paper if 

Tuestay .....13 ) 
ee oj 9 Sel nee 


mots—apps from ords 
on _ interlocutory mots and 
Q B final apps if required 
Tuesday......20 ) 
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Q B final apps 
Thursday .. 22) 
23 Bkey apps and Q B 
33 foe final 
Saturday ...24...Q B final apps 


per 
{zt motns ex pte— 
19 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
| mots — apps b= 
Monday 26 . made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B new trial paper if 
‘ ined 
Tuesday...... ) 
eae 28 ; Q B new trial paper 
Thursday ...2 
Friday ......20| Bey sppe and GQ B new 
Saturday ...31...Q B new trial paper 


f motns 1 
(ae Se Se 


Mon., Feb.., 2 made oninterlocutory mots | 
{and Q B final apps if re- | 


\ quired 
Tuesday . ) 
je 4; QB final apps 
Thursday ... 5 - sen 
Pihy ...... ojo Q B tml 
Saturday 7...Q B final a 
App motns ex a= 
mots — apps m 
Monday .... 9¢ made on interlocutory mots 
{ and Q B new trial paper if 
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Tuesday 10) 
Sgt 11 } Q B new trial paper 
Thursday S12) 
Bailey ....8] tees oe 
Saturday ...14...Q B new trial paper 


(App motns ex pte—o 
mots — apps from 
16. made on interlocutory mots 


Monday ... 
j and Q B final apps if re- 


\ quired 
Tuesday .....17 ) 
Wed. _........18 | Q B final apps 
Thursday .. 19) 
Friday 20} Bey apps and Q B final 
Saturday ...21...Q B final 
App motns ex pte—a 
— apps from 
Monday ....23 ( made on interlocutory mots 
{and Q B new trial paper 
required 
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paper 
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ae 20 | @ B new tral paper 
a 
Tuesday "344 Chan final apps 
motns ex pte 
( mpl ae ee 


utory mots ( 
jist) and re Chan final apps ff | 
required 


N.B.—Lunacy Petitions (if any) are taken 
in Appeal Court II. on every Monday | 
at Eleven until further notice. 


Wednesday 25 ¢ 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Covrt, I. 

Mr. Justice CHITTY. 

Mon., Jan. 12...Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday ...13...Mots and non wit list 

Ee l4ing 

Thursday AL | Non wit lst cay. 

Friday ...... 16...Mots and non wit list 
ao sht caus, procedure 


Saturday .. sums, opposed pets, and 
“| non wit list 

Monday...... =. Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday . 4 

Wed. ......... Non wit list 

Thursday .. =) 


Friday ...... 3. Mots and non wit list 
{ Pets, sht caus, opposed 
Saturday -.-24 ) pets, procedure sums, and 


non wit list < 
Monday ......26...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday a) 
Wed. ...... Non wit list 
Thureday 20) 


Friday ...... 30.._Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, procedure 


Saturday 81 ) sums, tf) pets, and 
non wit list 
Mon., Feb. 2. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ... ~ a) > 
Wed. ..... “. Wit list 
Thursday 
Friday <s Mots and non wit list 
sf Pets, sht caus, op 
Saturday . » bets, procedure sums, and 
' non wit list 
Monday ... x: Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday . 
Wed. Hf ' wit list 
Thursday 12) 
Friday .-13.. Mots and non wit list 
14{ sums, sht caus, procedure 
Saturday - eee pets, and 
Monday......16.. ae 
Tuesday ..17 ) 
Wed. _.......18 , Wit list 
Thursday 19) 
Friday ......3).. Mots and non wit list 


Pets, sht caus, opposed 
Saturday 21 f pets, procedure «ums, and 
' non wit list 


Monday 2.. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ..24) 

Wel ... 25 , Wit list 

Thursday . 2) 

Friday 27... Mots and non wit list 


Pets, «ht caus, procedure | 
Saturday ge ne G pooee pets, and | 
wit 


Mon., Mar. 2 ne 
Tuesday ... 3; 


We 4. Non wit list 
Thursday . 5) 
Friday 6.. Mots and non wit list 
( Pets, sht caus, opposed 
Saturday .. 7 | pets, procedure sums, and 
' non wit list 
Monday ... 9.. Sitting in chambers 
Tueday 16 
Wetnewiazy 11 ! Son wit list 


-- AZ 
14.. Mots and non wit list 


Priday 
{ Pets, sht caus, opposed 
Saturday .14 | peta, procedure sums, and 
| nom wit lint 
-. 1h... Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday 17 
Wedineslay 14) Non wit lit 
Thurmday ..19 
Vrilsy .....20.. Mota and nom wit list 
Pets, «s. caus, procedure 
Saturfay _ 217 outa, « pat petns, 
(non wit i : 
Monday - in chambers 
Tuesday 3s) Bemelaing mets and nom 
Weotnestay Z \ wit lint 


Any cans intended to be heard aa a short 


catme tauet be 20 marke! in the cause | 


tents at least ome clear day before the 
ONO CAT 


heard. Two onies of minute of the 


judgment or order tauet be left | 
onatt, with the judge's derk ome ear | 
daz before the came im to be put in the | 


jaye. 
he —Im the weeks when non Witness 


wil net be taken on Tae 
he taken om Gatarday«. 
Papers, on VYurther 


be put in the paper to be so | 


Consideration are required for the use of 

the Se Seis Viz. yy cde of Minutes 

& bag sng atc. 1¢ oe chi oaks 

bo ani ‘opy Chief Clerk’s 

ertifica "which must be left in Court 

Cath th the J udge’s Clerk one clear day 
before the Further Consideration is ready 
to come into the paper. 


| 
| Cuancery Covrt, II. 


| Mr. Justice NORTH. 
| Mon., Jan. 12...Sitting in chambers 


| Tu y ...13...Motns, adj smns, & gen pa 
— jay 718 t Fur cons and gen pa 


Friday ...... 16...Mots and adj sums 


Saturday ...17...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday.... = Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 20) 

Ee 21 ; General paper 
Thursday 22) 
Friday ...... 23...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...24...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 


Monday ......26...Sitting in chambers 

“Sl General paper 

-- 29 

Friday ...... 30...Mots and adj sums __ 

y ...31...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Mon., Feb. 2...Sitting in chambers 

Tu 


su 3) 
, aaa paper 
F 5 


Thursday ... { 

Friday ...... 6...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ... 7...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday...... 9...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ---10) 

Wed. .........11 } General paper 

Thursday = j 


Friday ......13...Mots and adj sums 


Saturday . 7a Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday......16...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday . 17) 

Wed. .........18 } General paper 

Thursday ...19 

Friday ...... 20...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...21...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday.... =. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday . 4) 

Wed. ... 5 General paper 

Thursday ...26 


Friday ....27...Mots and adj sums ; 
Saturday ...28...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Mon., Mar. 2...Sitting in chambers 

.8 

.4 44 General paper 


S 6 Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ... 7...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 


Monday...... 9.. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...10) 
Wed. . 11 ; General paper 
Thursday ...12 
Friday ......13... Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...14...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday......16...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...17 ) 

ed. .........18 ¢ Geaeral paper 
Thursday ...19’ 





Friday ..20.. Mots and adj sums 

Saturday ...21...Sht caus, pets, & adj sums 
outer. 23...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...24...General nog 

25.. Mots and adj sums 

| Witness actions will be taken on Tuesday, 

| Jan. 20, and continued on Tuesdays, 

| Wednesdays, and Thursdays until further 

| notice. 

| Any cause intended to be heard as a short 

cause must be so marked in the cause 

book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 

rd. Two copies of minutes of the 

gposed judgment or order must be left 

im court with the judge’s clerk the day 

before the cause is to be put in the paper. 


Lory Cuascettor’s Cover. 

Mz. Jvsricx STIRLING. 
Mon., Jan. 12. Sitting in chambers 
Tuewlay 14.. Mota, adj sums, and gen pa 
| Tharwiay . at General paper 
| Friday 16 Mots, af‘lj sume, and gen pa 
| Saturday 17 | Set caus, pete, aj sums, 

Fecha ‘ + and gen pa 

Monday 19.. Sitting in chambers 


Tuelay 2) 
Wed. 21 ¢ General paper 
| Thursday z5 
Friday Z3.. Mota, adj summa, and gen pa 


( Sht caus, peta, adj sums, 
(and gen pa 
Monday D.. Sitting in chambers 


| Saturday . 24 


| Tuesday . 27 j 
| Wed, ® _ General paper 
Thurslay . 2 
| Friday ).. Mets, aAj same, and gen pa 


" ay | Sht caus, peta, adj sume, 
Saturday 31 jand gen pa 


Mem., Yeb. 2. Sitting in chambers 


Tnexlay ay 

We. 4, General paper 

Thursday .. 5 

Vriday 6.. Mota, aA) sais, and gen pa 


7 { Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 


gen pa 
Monday...... 9...Sitting in chambers 
.. 10 
Wed. . dl downs 11 } General paper 
Thursday ...12 


Friday aa: -Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
(Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 


Saturday ...14 ; )and gen pa 
Monday...... a Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 

eS: 18 is} General paper 
Thursday ...19 


Friday as -Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
Saturday ...21 | Sht bE adj sums, 
Monday...... -. Sitting in chambers 


Friday ...... 7. aim, adj sums, “ gen pa 
» gai Sht — Ea j sums 
Saturday ...28 ) and ge d ? 
Mon., Mar. 2.. Sitting i in ee 
ota an 


esda’ i. 
a 4 3 General paper 


Thursday ... 
Friday ...... + ioe adj = and gen pa 
. “ = ri caus, pets |j sums. 
Saturday pipes! gen pa ? 
Monday...... 9...Sitting in chambers 
Fn a “1 Genera 

SYippies ec il paper 
Thursday 


Friday ...... 13...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
14! Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 
tand pa 
Monday...... 16...Sitting in chambers 
aca 


7 
..18 >} General paper 





19 
Friday ...... 20...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
Saturday ...21! Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 


t and gen pa 
Monday......23. Sitting in —_—- 
Tuesday 24} {oe mots, adj sums, 
WES cccnsesss 25...Mots, ot cums, and gen pa 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put inf the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers, includ- 
ing minutes of the pro judgment or 





order must be left with the judge’s clerk | 


one clear day before the cause is to 
put into the paper. 


Cuancery Court, IV. 
Mr. Jusrice KEKEWICH. 
Mon., Jan. 12...Sitting in chambers 


aes .....13...Mots and adj sums 

ec 40g 

Thursday 15 { General paper 

Friday ..... 2 and adj sums 
Saturday ...17...Pets, sht caus, & adj sums 


Monday . 1. Sitting in chambers 
F ve = 
. See 21 } General paper 
22 


Friday ...... 23...Mots and adj sums _— 
Sat y ...24...Pets, sht caus, & adj sums 
Monday . na Sitting in chambers 


Tuesday .... 

6 Fs General paper 

Thursday .. 

Friday ...... .Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...31...Pets, sht caus, & adj sums 


Mon., eb. 2.. Sitting in chambers 


esday see 
,. eS at General paper 
Thursday .. 
Friday ...... . -Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ... 7...Pets, sht caus, & adj sums 
Monday .. a ‘Sitting i in chambers 
Tuesday ..... "10 
ee 11 1| General paper” 
Th 12 


ursday .. 
Friday ...... 13...Mots and adj sums 


ane - ..14...Pets, sht caus, & adj sums 
Monday ....16.. ‘Sitting i in chambers 
Tuesday .....17 ) 

re 4 General paper 

Thursday .. 

Friday ...... 2D. -Mots and adj sums 


Saturday ...21...Pets, sht caus, & adj sums 
Monday ....23...8itting in chambers 
eee 
:.. ee =} General paper 
Thursday ...26 
Friday ...... 27...Mots and adj sums 
..28...Pets, sht caus, & adj sums 
Mon., Mar. Sitting i in chambers 


Tu uesday ..... 3 
.. 4} General paper 
ze 5) 


.. 6...Mots and adj sums 
. 7...Pets, sht caus, and adj sums 
a "Sitting i in chambers 








“iB. tebe and adj sums 
..14...Pets, sht cans, & adj sums 
- ‘Sitting in chambers 


17 
18 } General paper 
19 


...Mots and adj sums 

...Pets, sht caus, & adj sums 

3...Sitting in chambers 

...General paper 

° ... Motions 

Liverpool and Manchester business will be 
taken as follows :—Motions on days ap- 
pointed for motions. Petitions, short 
causes, and adjourned summonses on 
Saturdays. Summonses in chambers on 
Friday afternoons, Liverpool and Man- 
chester summonses being taken on alter- 
nate Fridays, commencing with Liver- 
pool summonses on Friday, January 16. 


Cuancery Court, III. 
Mr. Justice ROMER, 

Actions transferred for Trial or Ifvaring 
only will be taken in the order in the 
Cause List on every day of the Sittings, 
from January 12 to March 25, both in- 
clusive. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters 1x Cuampenrs vor Hitary SirrrGs, 1891. 


A to F—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Kaye; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Johnson. 


G to N—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Walton ; 


Tues- 


days, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Macdonell. 
0 to Z—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Archibald; ‘T'ues- 
days, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Wilberforce. 


HILAry Srrrixos, 1891. 

A to F—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned to 
Master Pollock are to be made returnable before him in his own room, No. 
173, at 11.30 a.m., on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

G to N—All applic vations by summons or otherwise in actions assigned to 
Master Butler are to be made returnable before him in his own room, No. 
112, at 11.30 a.m., on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

0 to Z—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned to 


Master Manley Smith are 
room, No, 11 


to be made returnable before him in his own 
, at 11.30 a.m, gh Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 


The parties are to meet in the ante-room of masters’ chambers, and the 


8 


a4 
a et te at OS 





summonses will he inserted in the printed list for the day after the sum- 
monses to be heard before the master sitting 1m chambers, and will be 
called over by the attendant on the respective rooms for a first and second 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the same manner as 
if they were returnable at chambers. By order of the Masters. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 

Poiny.— Dee, %, at 2, Lynton-villas, Alexandra-road, Kingston-hill, the wife of Arthur P, 
Voley, barrister-at-law, of the Inner —— Xe a won, 

Lausewr.—Dec. 27, James William re volte sitor, lute of 17, Bedfurd-row, London, 
aged . 

Warssuerny.— Dee. 9, at his residence, 15, Kemerton-road, 6.K., John Richard Lambert 
Walimisley, wolicitor, 
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THREE "Towns BANKING Co, Limrrep—Creditors are 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES 
Limtrep 1n CHANCERY. 

Breap Surety Assocratiox, Lourep—By an order made by Kekewich, J, dated Dec 6, it 
was pene that the association be wound up Kennedy & Co, Clement’s inn, Strand, 
solors for the company 

CARDIFF more goo Co, Liurrep—Creditors — sae on or before yo 20, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to Sankey & 
McDonald, 21, Sg st, Cardiff Morgan & Scott, Cardiff, solors for liquidators 

INVESTORS’ Usiox, imrrep—Petn for winding up, ‘presented Dec 18, directed to be heard 
before Stirling, J, on Saturday, Jan 17. Mey = J & Co, Gresham 

J D Hickman & Co, Limrrep—North, J, ton Sy an order dated Dec 9, appointed Alfred 
Augustus James, "66, Coleman st, to be offi liquidator Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 

claims, to the above Friday, Feb 6, at 1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the Ce debts and claims 


Lavy Guipe Association, Lunrep—Stirling, J, has fixed Thursday, Jan 8, at 12, at his 


chambers, for appointment *: official liquidator 

Maas & Co, Limitep — Petn for winding ig ye resented Dec 17, directed to be heard | 
before North, J, on Jan17 Young & Sons, Mark lane, solors for — 

Barus S DEBENTURE AND ay ene CorPORATION, wate or winding SPARS | 
sented Dec 15, directed to be heard before Kekewich, J, on Sabasing, Jan 17 
& Co, Coleman st, solors for petners 

on or before Feb 7, to een | 

their names and , and particulars of their claims or 
William Dawe, Wilts and Dorset Bank chbrs, 
Plymouth, an for liquidator 

Unitep States Gotp Piacers (New Company), Lumrep—By an order made by Keke- 

wich, J, dated Dec 13, it was ordered that the com — be wound up Kekewich, J, 

has, by an order dated Friday, Dec 19, appointed my Braidley, 17, Cumberland os 
Kew Gardens, to be provisional official liquidator Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s inn 
fie! 

Wivennor Gas Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 4“ 2, to send their 
names and ail , and the particulars of 4 their debts or claims, to Edmund James 
Craske, Head st, Colchester. Smith, Colchester, solor for liquidator 


Untimitep rx CHANCERY. 

Burry Port anp Gw. ENDREATH VALLEY Raitw. AY Co—Petn, presented Dec 15, praying the 
confirmation of a of ar the company and their creditors, 
directed to be heard before Stirli , Jy on Jan 24 Speechly & Co, New inn, Strand, 
agents for Johnson & Stead, Lian y solors for petners 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Expineron Society ror THE Benerit or Sick anp Lyinc-1n Womey, Erdington, War- 
wick Dec 17 








London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lowrep 1n CHANCERY. 

Asouxir Bay Treasury Recovery Co, Limrrep—North, J, has, by an order dated Dec 9. 
appointed Walter Hercules Short, 31, Wool Ex: , to be official liquidator 

Atpous, Sox, — Luurep—By an order made by ekewich, J, dated Dee 20, it was 

ordered that the company be wound up Baylis & Pearce, Church et chmbs, Old Jewry, 

solors for petners 

ALLEN Macuine Co, Luonrev—Creditors uired, on or before Feb 14, to send their 
names and , and th he soainiee 4 of their debts or claims, to Taylor & Lister, 
Townhali chbrs, Halifax and, Halifax, solor for liquidators 

ALLCHIN, LinNELL, & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 24, directed to be 
fer a bet A Kekewich, J, on Saturday, Jani7 Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton avenue, 
solors for ers 

Axctic Fisheries, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 7, to send their 
names and and perticulars of "their debts or claims, to Walter Bolus and 
* Joseph R h Robberds Holland, 10, St Swithin’s lane Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq, solors for 

quit 

Bow esrisu —_— Co, Lumtrep—Creditors are point, on or before Feb 10, oo send their 
names and addresses, and iculars of their debts or claims, to Wil Barclay Peat, 
Ex , Middlesboroug’ Archer, Stockton on Tees, solor tor ti 

Bristou, ARDIFF, ayp Swansea AgeRatep Breap Co, Luutrep— for winding up, 
presented Dec 23, directed to be heard before pone Lod J, on Nines ie iy Jan 17 Indermaur 
& Brown, Pao / lane, agents for Pillers & Pi ors for —~ 

C. Witsoy & Co suered-“Bidling, J, AL" by an ee dated Nov Nov 26, a 
Newman Howard, Palmerston bldgs, Old Broad st, to be ienihetor“C Crete, | 
are required, on or before Jan 26, to an their names and pe hess and particulars of | 


st, ‘or 
Danuse higy AND a Co, Lonrep—Creditors are wtioekeas af 


Whittington Srenue Wolteetay, March Ii at 12, is 
Mand adjudicating = ec was 


Pamsioo 8 Brave Got 


look, Wosthe areas, ane the particulars o te J a i 
GouLpixe pen a an order eos dated 20, it was 
ordered that the company be wound up Webb & Co, Queen Victoria st, solors 
Hop a Co, ae ee oe ae a 


names an the particulars of 
19a, ‘aro st t Friday, ‘eb 13, at 
upon the debts and claims 


i 





demands, to . Fred 
George st, Plymouth ‘Snell & Holman, | 


Hvusparv Germicipe anp Sanitary Co, Limirep—Petn for winding presented Dec 
directed to be heard before Kekewich, Courts of: i 


J, at the Royal 
Morley, pad solor for the ing creditor 
| Lampert & Co, Lim1Tep—Creditors are required, on 
and addresses, and the 


or bef 

arcade, Newcastl ed «& debe slo 
ie, Ni eon 

| "ordered Mancanese Co, ag | an order 


that the ba up of the company continued 
Salters’ nts for Gwinn & Co, Bristaly color for 
| New Canarian Gosat Loins Srsvicate uiTED—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated 
17, it was ordered thot the syndicate be up Madisons, 


solors ef in 

| SanpscaLe Mixixe Co, Lowtrep—Petn for up, presented Dec 20, directed to be 
heard before North, J, on y, Jan 17 Helder & Roberts, Verulam bidgs, Gray’s 

inn, agents for Arnold & Green Kendal, solors for ae 

Pah. Sree. axp Iron Foreixe Co, Loutep—By an made by Chitty, J, dated 
Dec 16, it was ordered that the vol: up of the company be be continued. 
a en See eee tors are required, on or before Jan 1A, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts and claims, to G. B. 
Monkhouse, 29, St Swithin’s lane 

Tivo, ep eo J, has fixed Thursday, Jan 8, at 12, at his chambers, for appoint- 


ment of official liquidator 
Wappiseroxs & Co, Lumrep—Petn for winding up, Dec 19, directed to be 
heard before Chitty, J, on Saturday, Jan 17 Hobrow, Coleman st, solors for 
petners 
County Paratixs or Lancaster. 
Loutep 1x CHANCERY. 


Haszey axp Bucxyatt Coat Co, Lawrrep—By an order made by Bristowe, V.C., oa 
Edward Walmsley Milne, 3, Manchester, was 
liquidator Creditors are’ = MIE RE eae 
ad f their debts or claims, to the above Thursday. Feb 5, at 12, 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY. 
Suspenpep For Tares Mosrus. 
New Fnrienps Beyerit Society, Duke of Gloucester, Seabright st, Bethnal Green Dee 23 


London Gazette.—Tuxzspay, Dec. 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep IN CHANCERY. 
Mc ctiece Avromatic Co, Lunrep—Petn for up, presented Dee 23, directed to be 
heard before Chitty, J, on Jan 17 Evans, Queen Victoria st, solor for petner 
Ustoorep ix CHANCERY. 


Niyts Commerctat Turrty Pounps Fuxpise Soonee Eee J, has fixed Thursday, 
Jan 8, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 








achens wee we womens Hovse Prvrcenasers & Lessees. ee Ta 
a use ve arrangements thoroughly an expert from The 
Sanitary tary Engineering & & Ventilation Co., 65, ite Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 
| minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &e.—{Apvr.] 

If you require an advance upon House Property on on advantageous terms, orif you desire 
| to invest your money safely in Shares or in Deposit at a moderate rate of interest, apply to 
the Temperance Pexwansyt Buitpixe Socisty, 4, Ladgate-bill, E.C.—{Apvr.) 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Dec. 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apams, JONATHAN, 
ham; 


Menzirs, J -_ aordon 


Dec 18 Ord Dee 18 


Avams, Joun Rowe, Dover, Licensed Victualler Canter- | Nay 
bury Pet Dec 19 Ord Deo 19 


Wolverhampton, Builder Wolver- | Mircnett, Wittiam Tuomas, St Thomas the 
mn Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 19 Devon, Joiner Exeter Pet Dec 
Wituias, Whitby, Yorks, Innkeeper Stockton on 
Tees and i Middlesborough Pet Dec 6 Ord Dee 19 


Longe, Seumee, Thos Lmpeel, General Merchant Liverpool ; j Barnen, Se << y Derby, Oil Refiner Derby Pet Dee 16 


Moor eet hei ~ 1 | Trenare, Saas 4 Soe Reon Penzance, Cooper 


Builder 
pre iV na, Bova, 5 ARD, eo — ames 2b, Surrey, 


Waxerrecp, Wiiiiam Farpsarcs, Holbein Ndgs, Chelsea, 
oe Club Proprietor High Court Pet Dee 19 Ord 
19 


n on Tees and 


20 Ond Dee 20 


jury 
Bamber, Wituiam Benton, at Saeaty, Painter Gt | Ome i Exrex Owey, and Grirrira Writiams, Wauers, Josern James, Lichfield, Grocer Walsall Pet 
Bangor | Dee 19 Ord Dee 19 


Grimsby Pet Dec19 Ord Dec 19 
Barrie, George, an orpe, ifaee, Watchmaker Gt 
Grimsby Pet Dec 17 Ord Dee 1 Dasamee Jouy, and Jouyx 
Back, Ropert, and ion now NIE se Avan, Malton, Yorks, Ww ts 
Nurserymen Scarboro’ 8° Ord Dec 19 


ho) Liangristiolus, 
Pee De 18 Ord Dee 18 


Dec 20 
CoucLoven, Isaac, Hanle idckiene Hanley Pet Dec | Pavitt, Wittiam, Bristol, Haulier Bristol Pet Dec ad 
10 Ord Dec 19 Ord Dee 18 
Dossox, ALBERT, “shelton, Hanley, late Printer Hanley | Paxrox, Wiriuiam Groner, p ee. Boot Maker Barns- 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Deo 19 


ley Pet Dec 18 ng 


Anglesey, Grocers 
4 | Warners, Epvwanrp C, Lindfield, Sussex Brighton Pet 


Aurrep Papexrr, Bradford, Sept 27 Ord Dee Is 
Bradford 


Pet Dec 2 ,Ord | | ‘Waroarr ARTHUR, ane Staffs, Clothier Walsall 
| Pet DeeS Ord Dee 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Barros, Eowcnp Cuan ces, Bath st, City ni, Shoemercer 
High Court Ree Ord Aug §, 1890 Rese Dee 22, 1899 


Dopson, Jouy, Crawley, Oxon, Farmer Oxford Pet Dec | Porr, Witu1aM on, 
17 ‘Ord Dee 17 Director of Pope Pet Dee 17 

Freeman, een! Manrpues, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed Ord Dee > Go" ring "Pot De ; FIRST MEBTINGS. 
Victualler’s Manager Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec | Porrrr, Josrrn, ~~ sepa eaatagead Walsall Pet , Baxcrorr, Wrusax, Lower Cwmbran, ar Ni Moa, 
18 Oni Dele Ord Dee 18 Insurance Canvaseer Dee SI at 12 Off Reo, 


Deo 18 
Canoe Gronar Wii Plympton rd, Brondesbury, | Price, Bowano Thomas, 
Jraper’s Assistant ‘High Court Pet Deo 18 Ord 
18 1s Ont Deo 17 


Dec 
Greexaway, Ricuarp, Catford aa, Kent, Carpenter | Ruopss, Tuomas, Cleckheaton, Boot Manufacturer Brad- 
ford Pet Deo 19 Ord Dee 19 
HALEIWatts qs LLittieborough, Lancs, Cotten Waste mcgmeeee, Jour “ Catteriok Bridge Farm, nr 


Greenwich Pet Dec 18 Ord Deo 1 


er Ol Pet Dec 18 Ord 
Hancraves, Grorae Wiitram, Leeds, late Builder Leeds 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dee 20 
Hinpmansu, Wiiuiam Jou, Hartlepool, Tailor Sundei~ 
land Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 
Hot.anp, Tuomas —¥ Sandringham rd, Dalston, Ord Deo 18 
Auctioneer High Court Pet Deo 18 Onl Deo 18 Pal. i, Frrprnick gear 
Honweit, Wituram, York, Brick Manufacturer “York stone, 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Deo 19 Deo 18 


Hupp Mat ay | Phily t lane, Traveller High Court 
Pet DeoS Ord hie 


Dee 18. Ord Deo ls 
Sipweun, Warr, ve 








Broker High Court I 
Srrovan one Dav > Salisbury, Brewer Salisbury | | Beown, WAIaAM ogo 
Pet Beo6 Ont Deo 1 tom Reo. § Albert nt, 


residence 


the Army High Court ‘pot Nov Darga, Femeree Pram, Brockley, Ki 

| ‘an 6 at 

Barros, Wruax H, adbwoy gorenth, 1 odo, 

Hants, Commission Agent Jan 5 at 12.30 Of Reo, 
Servant Northallerton Pet Beuiaxy, = Petive lane, Sheed De 
at 10.90 Oa Ben Fetes 


Dee Dat ll 15, Wace en Nut 


ae 


j 

, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Biows, ~~ Wrwax, 
aster Pet Deo 18 Ord Deo 18 

— Josxvn, Gt Grimsby, Tailor Gt Grimsby Pet Dee 


Brarsure, Davin Co Bucks, Saddler Dee § at 
Forest Drive, West Leyton. | 1a 
bot Deo 18° Ord Brows Janke, Marie Builder Deo Sata Of 


De Sat 








a dead nS 


Pana in ern sexenctmpdenyeooewen-ncasmemereenetta ieeneaneeheetrinacaraninaneeniner ae 


meuhedenea deed ee erent 


Seiabsidlichiaessatic aise Sodindibeenetcn 
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Epwarp Txomas, Richmond terr, Romford rd, 
Jan 2at12 33, Carey cinerea inn fields 
Sones’ Shotear Jan 2 


oat 103 Ol Ree, 5, Castl st, Canterbury 
e 
Davey, W H, Somerset House, Strand, Civil Service Clerk 
Jan 6 at 1 Se me yy et mg oe ape ay . 


London 
Hans Whngihenr Dee 31 at 1.15 "6 Verulam a Bt 


Arrnaur Epwarp, Birmingham, ot Manager 
Jan 2ati1 25, Colmore row, 

Josspx Vauperrama, Love lane, cheap, Mer- 
chant Jan9 atl 89, Carey st, Lincoln's inn elds 
Greennow, Josern, Turton, nr Bolton, Clothes Dealer 

JanZat3 Off Ree, Ogden’s. chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 


Heeuis, Epwarp Lorarxe, Garston, nr Liverpool, Iron 
Merchant Jani6at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 


pool 
Hiri, Epwarp, Swindon, Wilts, Gardener Dec 31 at 12 
Off 32, High st, Swindon 
exs, Toomas H, Gledstanes rd, West Kensington 
Jan6atil 33, st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Horwert, Wiiu1ay, Y¥ Brick Manufacturer Jan 8 at 
Off Rec, York 


12 
Joxes, Marcaret, Marchwood, On Mic mt toe 
vision Dealer Jan 2 at 12 4, East st, South- 


Kerwees, Witir1am, Waterloo, nr a Journeyman 


Jan 8at3 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Grocer Jan 1 at 11 Off Rec, 


6at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Morcnett, Winrtam Tuomas, St Thomas the Apostle, 
Devon, Joiner Jan3atii Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, 


Exeter 

Naytor, Wir1t1am Hewry, Louth, Lincs, oy Water 
Manufacturer Dec 31 at 12 Townhall, Lo 

Halifax, Stockbroker “i. 20 at 10 


McCrivoer, Tnowas late Leadenhall st, retired Corn Mer- 


Parxtysox, THomas, 


—_— Wrtran, eg Birmingham, Grocer Jan 6 
at ll 95, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Ruopes, Tuomas, Cleckheaton, Boot Manufacturer Dec 
31 at 11.30 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Stwweit, Water, Belgrave, Leicester, Boot Manufac- 
turer Dee 31 at 12.30 Off Ree, 4, Friar lane, Leices- 


Jostan, Spencer rd, Tottenham, Gent Dec 31 at 3 
Ree, 92, 9%, Temple pm Temple avenue 
ee Camberwell Station rd, Builder Jan 2 at 11 


ae Lincoln’s inn 

Ssrrx, Tuomas, Thies Sinesin's ims end, Builder Jan 1 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, 

Sperier, Freepericx Gray, Forest drive West, Leytonstone, 
Colonial Broker Jan 2 at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 
Srevexsox, James, Dewsbury, Tailor Dec 30 at 3 Off 
ae .. eer ogy B J t 3 
AN, AVID, rewer Jan 5 a 
White Hart Hotel, Salis 


Tayior, Cuartes, Devonport, Licensed Victualler Jan 5 
at 11 10, Athenzeum terr, Plymouth 
Tarioz, Jonxs Davip, Barrow in Furness, Lancashire, 
Dee 31 at 3 Off Reo, M 





James Toxxitxs Bopixyar, Penzance, Cooper 


Dee 30 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Vay Kesrerey, Feeprricx Jonx, late Approach rd, Vic- 
toria Cheesemonger Jan 1 at 1 33, Carey st, 
’s inn fields 


Wacemas, Desoran Exizasern, B Proprietress of 
a Ladies’ School Jan 6 at 1 Of Rec, a, Pavilion 


Wetcn, Josten Toomas, Streatham, Surrey, Pianoforte 
Dealer Jan8 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London 


Bridge 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avams, Joux Rows, Dover, Licensed Victualler Canter- 

a bury Pet Dee 18 Ord Deo 19. fies: Senin te 

AMBER, ILLIAM ZsTOS, JsTimsoby, ‘all 
egg Ord Dee 19 


rd, Maida Vale, Builder 
Baeriz, Groce “Ord Des 30 Watchmaker Gt 
Lines, a! er 
Le Pet Dee 12 Ord Dec 17 
Barros, Writsax Troxas, Springbourne, Holdenhurst, 
Hants, Commission Agent 


Bazyett, 


Poole Pet Dec 16 Ord 


Dee 18 
CHAMBEELAIZ, ae West Bromwich, Baker West 
Pet Dee 13 Ord wong oa 
Perec 19° Ord Dee 19 ‘ — 


Dovsox, i beets Oxon, Farmer Oxford Pet Dec 
Chancery lane, Solicitor High 

‘ Court PaonD "Ord Dee 25 eg 
ezemax, Groncr Marrize. Riagsten upon icensed 
Victualler’s om upon Hull Pet Dec 
ecmanns ecnee W Piympten 24, Beondesbury 

TLL 

| me ~ ty Assistant High Sourt Pet Dec 18 Ord 


eS as Leeds, late Builder Leeds 
Dee) Ord Dec 

am, Leeda, Refreshment Contractor 

a ‘te Ord Dee 17 


Wrastix Joux, Hartlepool, Tailor Sunder- 
"lead Pet Dee 15 Ord Dec 15 


rd, 

Smt” Pet Desf Ord Be 

Seumtscs, Wiittsn James, NN , Tutor Croy- 
st, Cloth Merchant High 


Jamus, Wetherdicld, Vasex, Grocer Col- 


Mrrcuett, Bima | Tuomas, St Thomas the Apostle, 
Devon, Joiner Exeter Pet Dee 20 Ord Dee 20 
Papertr, Jonx, and Jonx Atrrep Papcett, Bradf 
Woollen Merchants Bradford Pet Dec 19 


Dee 20 

Paviu, Wriu1am, Bristol, Haulier Bristol Pet Dec 18 
Ord Dec 18 

Paxton, Wiii1Am Grorce, Barnsley, Boot Maker Barnsley 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 


1 

Ruopes, Tuomas, Cleckheaton, Boot Manufacturer Brad- 

‘ord Pet Dec19 Ord Dec 19 

Ricuarpsox, Jonny Ropert, Catterick Bridge Farm, nr 

Catterick, Yorks, Farm Servant Northallerton Pet 

Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Rosset, Henry Datimay, Nottingham, Lace Manufac- 
turer Nottingham Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 20 

ec a Freperick WILi14M, 7" on Bucks, 

’ oo ury Pet Novi2 Ord Dec 1 

Siowatt, ALTER, Belgrave, Leics, Boot | See 

Leicester Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 19 

Surrn, Josepn, Great + as Tailor Great Grimsby Pet 


Dee 18 Dec 18 
Sarrn, Josian, ged = Tottenham, Gent Edmonton 
Pet Nov7 Ord Dec 


TREHAIR, JAMES Jot Boptyyar, Penzance, Cooper 

Truro Pet Deci8 Ord Dec 19 

Wiixs, Heyxry Groree, Birmingham, Fruiterer Birming- 
ham Pet Deci3 Ord Dec 19 

Wituramsox, Tuomas, Gateshead, Painter Newcastle on 

Tyne Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 20 


BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED. 
wee em st, Director of Publishing Co High 
Court Adjud May 26,1887 Annul Dec 18, 1890 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. ' 

Breatzey, Epwarp, Grendon, ye Shoe 
Manufacturer Northampton Pet Dec 22 Ord Dee 22 
Brockwet., ArtHur But.er, aaa Tutor Scar- 

Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 

Bropre, CHartes Burcnett, Ge st, Secretary of 

Public Companies High Court Pet Dec 6 Ord 
23 


CrarKk, Ricnarp James, Hereford, Lay pettent Vicar 
(Choral) Hereford Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 23 
raat Cuartes, Leeds, Plumber Leeds Pet Dee 22 


Pa, pope JANE. Peetipong. Dow seeing house Keeper 
borough Pet 

a. smMaN, Henry CHARLES, Weston Fe Favell, Northampton- 

rthampten 


y gr yo Implement Dealer No 


Pet Dec6 Ord 
Hisp, Hesry, Me aay a= Notts, Iron Merchant Not- 
Pet Dec 4 Dec 20 


Ord 
Joxes, Ropert, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Meat Salesman Tredegar 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 
Lety, — a Bobbin Maker Bradford Pet Dec 


20 
Many, poet, ere, Pawnbroker Whitehaven 


‘et Dec 22 
ah. s, Macxvs, Edith grove, Chelsea,"Art Dealer High 
C Pet Dec 23, Ord Dee 23 


‘ourt 

Sparks, Cuartes Fraxxuix, Addlestone, Surrey, Groc2r 

i Pet Dec 18 Dee 18 

Tuomas, Wiii1am, Aberdulais, nr Neath, Glam, Haulier 
Neath Pet Dec22 Ord Dec 


WHuitTEHEAD, “Tnowas Hewry, Salf Cab 

rant Be De itOrd esa anaeren 
HITMARSH, OHN YD, oe ry uu 
Doctor of Medicine High Court Pet Sept 30 Ord 


Dec 22 

Wiiurams, Jony, Harborne, Staffs, Blacksmith i 
ham Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 Keine 

Wiuiams, Jons Hoop, Haverfordwest, Watchmaker Pem- 
broke Dock Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Wericut, Bryce, Savile row, Metallurgist High Court Pet 
Nov 29 Ord Dec 22 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bariarp, James, Cardiff, Grocer Jan 19 at 11 Off Rec, 


mens — dd, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Builder 
AMER, JOHN, e, 
Jan 17 at 2 Off Be, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Hewixsox, Ropert Hesry, Charlton Kings, nr Chelten 
—_ , Innkeeper Jan 3 at 4.30 County Court bldgs, 
Seacun iee Jony Georce, jun, Birmingham, Insurance 
Jan 8at1l 25, Colmore row, Birmi 
Lety, Jonx, Bradford, Bobbin Maker Jan 7 at 11.30 Off 
$1, Manor row, Bradford 
Mays, Ropxrr, Whitehaven, Pawnbroker Jan 7 at 12.30 
67, Duke st, Whitehaven 
Noowasx, Atrrep James, a Staffs, Tailor Jan5 at 
12 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bri ‘st, Manchester 
Papcett, Jony, and Jouw A.trrep Pancett, Bradford, 
Woollen Merchants Jan 7 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor 
T mg = 7 Leeds, Working Taner 
ayior, Apganan, Churwe nr 
Jan2atii Off Rec Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Taytor, Harey, Linton terr, rd, Hounslow, 
sone oe Dae Jan 2at 3 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
Sassen Sass, Derby, Oil Refiner Jan2at12 Off Rec, 
wen ee Birmingham, Fruiterer Jan 7 at 
11 - ENRY 4 an 
11 2, Colmore row, Birmingham 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aseurs, Bercnanor Orto Haztwia Cart, late Walbrook, 
Promoter of German High Court Pet Oct 
10 Ord Dec 2% 
Beapy, Witt1am, Maidenhead, Berks, Coachbuilder Wind- 
a sor 1 Hoan y aoba’ algal 
mEALEY, Eowanp, Grendon, Northamptonshire, Shoe 
Manufact Northampton Pet Dec 22 Ord Dee 22 


Brows, Wessex Lax Cares 3 , Indiarubber 
et Nov 27 “Ord Dew 22 


CLARK Ricuarp “aa Htretor , Lay Assistant Vi 
Heretord Dec 22 Ord Deo 22 


Leeds A het Deo #2 


ape Cosme Seats Soe Worcester Pet 


Eyans, 

Scene, Ba Ci Weston Pat. Northampton- 
AN, NRY oie 

Pet ! 6 ‘Gra Bode" . = 


Hopeens, Txomas H., rd, West Kensington 
High Court P 


Gledstanes 
Pet Nox Noy 21 Ord Dec 23 
a Madar Bog pot. lane, Traveller High Court 


Lury, Jouy, Bradford, Bobbin Maker Bradford Pet Dec 
20 Ord Dec 20 
ae, eae onDe a Pawnbroker Whitehaven 


isi varie, Finsb' 

Court Pet July 21 Ord Dec 23 

Poot, Ricnarp Axoanw, Le ieee, Licensed Victualler 
Leicester Pet Dec 5 


Por, hed re Poe hub tate vr 
Director of ‘Birmingham, Managing Pet De 17 
Ord Dec 3. 


Souter, Epw1y, , Surrey, Mineral Water Manu- 
ot Nov 2 22 Ord Dec 20 


STARKEY, Harry, Led a ia hire, Innkeeper 
Worcester Pet Dae Ota De 


Srroyay yg Dav Salisbury, Brewer Salish 
Pet Dec 5 Ond Dec 22° oe 
Faries, Cg Derby, Oil Refiner Derby Pet Dec 15 


0: 22 
Tuomas, WILLIAM, nr Ni Glam, Haulier 
Neth Pet Dec 92 Ord Dee 33 


bers ty WituiaM Freperic ” Holbein Chel- 
-_, Club Proprietor igh Comte Dee 19 


22 
Wuireneap, THomas Henny, Salford, Cab Proprietor 
Salford "Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 
London Gazette—Turspay, December 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Crane, Josepu Jonny, Bourn, Lincs, Draper Peterborough 
Pet Dec Dee 27 i ba 


GotpsmitH, Gerorce, Fernhead rd, St. Peter’s Park, 
Kilburn, Stockbroker’s Clerk High Gout Pet Dec 24 


Ord Dec 24 
Murrett, W.C., Dockhead, yl Coal Merchant 
High Court Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 2 
Nasri, ALrrep, Newman st, Wine Merchant High Court 
Dec 8 Ord Dec 


Pet 24 
Parkinson, J, and & Weightman rd, Pocsingey park, 
uilders High Court oe Dee 9 Ord Dee 
Ricnarpson, WiLiiam, Mitre court, Temple” High Court 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 24 
Stevens, ALFRED JAMES, Essex, of no occupation 
Chelmsford Pet Dec 23 Ord 28 
Wituiams, Jonx, Dowlais, Glam, Labourer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 
The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in London Gazette, Dec. 26. 
Sparks, CHARLES FRANKLIN, Addlestone, Surrey Grocer 
Kingston Pet Dec 18 18 
FIRST gubiios 
Cuarttoy, Cuartes Rosert, Althorpe, Lines, Retired 
> cppamaned Jani3at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Davy, Py Swansea, Grocer Jan 8at12 Off Ree, 97, 


ord st, 8 
Davizs, Wim, and Davip Jovxes, Youur, Glam, 
Jan8ati12 Off Merthyr Ty: 
Dopsoy, John Crawley, Oxon, Farmer Jan 10 at 12 1, 
St Aldates, Oxford 


Graincer, James, Ryde, LW., focomenger Jam 12at3 
Chamber of Commerce, 1. 


, 1a, See 
Henoup, Frank, Jewin crescent, Merchant Jan 7 at 12 
b st, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
Leame, Henry, PAT Oilman Jan 7 


t12 33, Carey st, 
tome NATHANIEL Grorae, Lower Uxbri at Fruiterer 
° ag oo ll oS oe ages gh tomas wr 
WEN, Owan, Etten Owen RIFFITH WILLIAMS 
Shop Tai, Liangristiolus, Anglesey, Grocers Jan 7 at 
12 way Hotel, Bangor 
Co: Cc A, Wool lg rh Boot Dealer High 
BB, CHARLES er 
Court Pet Nov13 Ord Dee 24 
cum, et Joun, am Lincs, Draper Peterborough 


Go.psMiTH, pT Fenchurch yr; tok St > ~* ye 
Stockbroker’s Clerk Dee 3 


Dec 24 
H ,» Epwarp re jun., Moortiel Stationer 
High Court Pet Nov 18 dnd Deo 2 oa 


Lewis, Davip Roserr 
Pp = Noe a, eo Forest hill, Captain i 
OWELL, GEORGE in 
the Army Court Pet Fe 28 Ord Dec 24 


Sr , AL¥RED JAMES, Essex, no 
cara Bet Det 29 Ord Leo 28 — 
Labourer Merthyr Tydfil 


Witsams, Joun, 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 


EDE AND SON, 


rose 498A MaKERs, 


T wana, amroneris Whole of the 
'o Her 
aba in Tee Soar &e. 








ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wofoee and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
ks, and Clerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1680. 








Parmer Mocktum 
16 Ord Dec 14 


Caowsuxs, CHARLES, ood 1 
Ord Dee 22 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





c 


